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A.  INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  conmients  received  on  the  Draft  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DSEIR)  prepared  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  project,  and 
responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  are  staff-initiated  text  changes. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  DSEIR  joint  public  hearing  before  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January  23,  1992,  and  all  written 
comments  received  during  the  DSEIR  public  review  period  from  December  12,  1991  to  February 
17, 1992,  are  presented  herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive 
material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topics  corresponding 
to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  DSEIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of 
responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the 
subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to 
more  than  one  group  of  comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject. 
Where  this  occurs,  cross  references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to 
provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Text  changes 
resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be  incorporated  into  the  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the 
responses. 
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B.  LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Conmiission  (public  hearing  comments,  January 
23,  1992) 

Elizabeth  Boardman,  Executive  Director,  North  and  South  of  Market  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23,  1992) 

John  Elberling,  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth  (written  comments,  February  5, 1992) 

John  Elberling,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (written  comments,  January  15, 
1992,  February  5,  1992,  and  February  12, 1992) 

John  Elberling,  The  Yerba  Buena  Consortium  (written  comments,  February  14, 1992) 

Jane  Kensler,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (public  hearing  comments,  January 
23,  1992) 

Philip  Klasky,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (written  comments,  January  23, 
1992) 

Stephen  Oliva,  Environmental  I^rogram  Coordinator,  Department  of  Conservation  (written 
comments,  January  21,  1992) 

Vivian  Fei  Tsen,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23,  1992) 

Calvin  Welch,  Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations  (public  hearing  comments, 
January  23,  1992) 
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C.  STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES  AND  ERRATA 


This  chapter  provides  the  staff-initiated  text  changes  to  the  Draft  Subsequent  EIR  (DSEIR). 
These  changes  are  generally  in  two  categories:  first,  changes  are  made  to  reflect  the  change  in 
the  relationship  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York,  and  second,  changes 
are  made  to  clarify  of  the  DSEIR  text  regarding  incorporating  other  environmental  documents. 

CHANGE  IN  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  AND 
OLYMPIA  &  YORK 

Since  the  DSEIR  was  published  on  December  12, 1991,  the  change  in  the  relationship  between 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  has  indicated  that  several 
revisions  to  the  DSEIR  are  necessary.  This  section  describes  the  revisions  and  the  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  revisions.  It  should  be  noted  that  none  of  the  revisions  change  the 
Revised  Main  Program  analyzed  in  the  DSEIR;  therefore,  there  is  no  change  in  the  conclusions 
regarding  the  level  of  significance  of  the  impacts  described  in  the  EIR. 

As  indicated  throughout  the  EIR,  a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  exists 
between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  YBG  developer  (Olympia  &  York).  This  DDA  set 
the  terms  for  the  following:  convey  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as 
office,  hotel  and  retail  buildings  to  the  YBG  developer;  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for 
development  as  retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  the  use  of  land  sales  and  lease  revenue 
proceeds  to  finance  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-2  and 
CB-3.  Part  of  the  proposed  project  was  the  adoption  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the 
DDA,  which  would  revise  the  current  YBG  DDA  by  altering  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2 
and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and  by  revising  the  timetable  for  that  development.  However, 
Olympia  &  York  has  not  met  certain  financing  milestones  under  the  existing  DDA  and,  as  a 
result,  has  retained  only  the  rights  to  develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1. 
Accordingly,  no  Phase  Three  Amendments  to  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  entered  into.  However,  the 
provisions  outiined  in  the  DDA  with  respect  to  the  Phase  Three  Amendments  are  considered  to 
be  part  of  the  project  since  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  any  subsequent  developers 


C&R.3 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


of  EB-2  and  CB-2  to  enter  into  DDAs  that  incorporate  in  substance  many  of  the  provisions  that 
would  have  been  embodied  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendments. 

Even  though  this  change  in  Olympia  &  York's  involvement  in  YBC  has  occurred  and  no  change 
in  the  Revised  Main  Program  or  the  impacts  identified  in  the  DSEIR  is  necessary,  numerous  text 
changes  referring  to  the  Phase  Three  Amendments  need  to  be  made  to  the  SEIR, 

The  second  paragr^h  on  SEIR  p.  S-1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

In  addition,  this  Subsequent  EIR  analyzes  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  which 
consists  of  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  to  be  adopted  by 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  changes  to 
the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

The  following  paragraph  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-2: 

The  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  would  increase  the 
amount  of  development  on  part  of  EB-2  and  decrease  the  amount  of  development  on  the 
western  one-third  of  CB-2. 

The  second  and  third  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-2  are  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Revised  Main  Program  that  is  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  EIR  updates  the  Main 
Program  and  incorporates  the  scope  of  development  envisioned  for  YBC  as  a  result  of 
adopting  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approving  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG.  The  following  components  were  considered  in  development  of  the 
Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use 
designations,  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  altered  by 
the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded 
from  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the 
Museum  of  Modem  Art  DDA). 
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The  third  sentence  and  a  new  fourth  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  S-12  are 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Changes  to  scope  of  the  development  for  YBG  under  this  alternative  would  allow 
development  of  52,000  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space 
on  CB-2  in  lieu  of  43,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/  entertainment  uses; 
development  of  1 1,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and 
44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  in  lieu  of  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space; 
and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of  office  space,  10,000  square  feet  of 
retail/conraiercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in  lieu  of  300,000  square  feet  of 
cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and 
20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition,  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of 
75  market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed  under  the 
project. 

The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new 
language  in  italics): 

The  purpose  of  this  Subsequent  EIR  is  to  update  the  environmental  analyses  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center  contained  in  the  earlier  documents  and  provide  environmental  information  to 
the  public  and  decision-makers  in  connection  with  the  approval  of  (1)  amendments  to  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Redevelopment 
Plan),  and  (2)  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  portion  of 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC)^ 
which  includes  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  2  is  deleted. 

The  following  paragrs^h  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  6: 

In  1991,  there  was  a  possibility  that  the  existing  YBG  DDA  would  be  amended  to  change 
the  scope  of  development  for  YBG.  However,  Olympia  &  York  did  not  meet  certain 
financing  milestones  under  the  YBG  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  retained  only  the  rights  to 
develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to 
continue  to  have  the  opportunity  to  solicit  developers  to  develop  the  blocks  comprising 
YBG  in  the  manner  contemplated  and,  as  a  result,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes 
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changes  to  the  scope  of  development  within  YBG.  These  changes  affect  the  amount  and 
timing  of  development  on  part  of  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2.  These  changes 
also  would  establish  the  financial  terms  and  conditions  for  the  conveyance  of  the  two  office 
parcels  on  EB-2  to  any  subsequent  developer,  including  payment  of  certain  exactions  on 
the  square  footages  of  the  proposed  EB-2  office  buildings.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  has  assumed  responsibility  for  development  of  CB-3.  The  proposed  changes  will 
be  the  subject  of  further  public  hearing  and  comment,  after  which  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  will  consider  the  amendment  for  approval.  The  proposed  changes 
will  not  be  approved  until  environmental  review  on  the  uses  under  consideration  has  been 
completed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
and  the  public,  using  this  Subsequent  EIR  t0t;ether  with  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplements  and  the  YBC  FEIR.  In  1992,  YBG  failed  to  make  a  scheduled  payment 
toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG  have 
negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March  1, 1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option 
and  pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived 
in  substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitled  to  build  the  same  physical  development  it  was 
entitled  to  build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  pp.  9  and  10  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Since  it  is  a  subsequent  document  and  not  a  new  EIR,  its  general  purpose  is  to  update  the 
environmental  analysis  presented  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  in  light  of 
(1)  changes  that  have  occurred  since  1982  and  (2)  the  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and 
CB-2  in  YBG. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  10  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Pursuant  to  Section  15085(g)  of  CEQA,  these  two  decision-making  bodies  must  certify 
that  they  have  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in  the  Subsequent  EIR 
before  approval  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  EB-2  and  CB-2  in  YBG  by  the 
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Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
must  review  and  consider  the  Subsequent  EIR  prior  to  acting  on  the  amendments  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  sentences  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  17  are  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changing  the  scope  of  development  for 
YBG.  A  detailed  description  of  this  amendment  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  follows. 

The  sixth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  18  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

For  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2,  the  YBG  DDA  and  amendments  thereto,  including  the 
changes  to  the  scope  and  timing  of  development  that  is  part  of  the  project,  would  govern 
future  development  in  those  blocks./!/ 

The  following  heading  replaces  the  heading  at  the  top  of  SEIR  p.  27: 

B.     CHANGES  TO  THE  SCOPE  OF  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  VERBA  BUENA 
GARDENS 

The  following  two  paragraphs  replace  the  first  three  paragraphs  on  SEIR  p.  27: 

Until  January  1992,  a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  set  the  terms  for  the  following:  convey 
certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as  office,  hotel  and  retail 
buildings  to  the  YBG  developer;  lease  certain  parcels  of  land  in  CB-2  for  development  as 
retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  the  use  of  land  sales  and  lease  revenue  proceeds  to 
finance  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-2  and  CB-3. 
That  DDA  would  have  included  construction  of  a  750,000-square-foot  office  building  on 
CB-1,  a  500,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-2,  and  190,000  square  feet  of  retail  and 
entertainment  uses  on  CB-2.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York 
contemplated  the  adoption  of  a  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise 
the  YBG  DDA  by  altering  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of 
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CB-2,  and  by  revising  the  timetable  for  that  development.  However,  Olympia  &  York  has 
not  met  certain  financing  milestones  under  the  existing  DDA  and,  as  a  result,  has  retained 
only  the  rights  to  develop  an  office  building  and  retail  uses  on  CB-1.  In  1992,  YBG  failed 
to  make  a  scheduled  payment  toward  the  purchase  price  of  the  CB-1  parcel.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  YBG  have  negotiated  an  option  agreement  that  expires  March 
1 , 1993.  If  YBG  exercises  the  option  and  pays  the  purchase  price  to  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  the  YBG  DDA  will  be  revived  in  substance  and  YBG  will  be  entitied  to  build  the 
same  physical  development  it  was  entitied  to  build  under  the  terminated  DDA. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  desires  to  continue  to  have  the  opportunity  to  solicit 
developers  to  develop  the  blocks  comprising  YBG  in  the  manner  contemplated  and,  as  a 
result,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  within 
YBG.  The  proposed  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA 
would  alter  the  scope  of  development  on  EB-2  and  the  western  one-third  of  CB-2,  and 
revise  the  timetable  for  that  development  The  changes  would  result  in  the  potential  to 
construct  800,000  square  feet  of  office  uses  on  EB-2  (300,000  square  feet  more  than  under 
the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program)  and  131,000  square  feet  of  retail  and  entertainment  uses 
on  CB-2  (59,000  square  feet  less  than  under  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program).  As  a 
separate  part  of  the  project,  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments  would  change  the  floor 
area  ratio  and  height  and  bulk  district  on  the  property  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Third  and 
Howard  Streets,  which  is  within  the  YBG  DDA  area,  to  accommodate  future  development 
at  the  parcel. 

A  separate  DDA  covers  the  development  of  a  2(X),(X)0-square-foot  Museum  of  Modem  Art 
on  EB-2.  In  addition,  a  separate  Land  Disposition  Agreement  (LDA)  with  Griffin/Related 
Properties  covers  the  development  of  a  492,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-1. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  27  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

i 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  and  the  changes  to  the  scope 
of  development  for  YBG,  the  development  that  would  be  permitted  at  YBC  would  differ 
from  that  of  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program. 


C&R.8 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  third  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  27  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

The  following  components  were  considered  in  devising  the  Revised  Main  Program:  1)  the 
likely  buildout  of  parcels  subject  to  the  new  land  use  designations,  height  and  bulk  limits, 
and  densities  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendments;  2)  buildout  of  parcels 
covered  in  the  approved  YBG  DDA  and  as  changed  by  the  proposed  scope  of  development 
for  YBG;  and  3)  buildout  of  other  parcels  excluded  from  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  (including  Griffin/Related  LDA  and  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art  DDA). 

The  following  note  /I/  replaces  note  /I/  on  SEIR  p.  38: 

/I/    If  the  exempt  parcels  on  CB-1,  EB-1,  and  EB-2  were  included  in  the  parallel 
planning  process  to  make  the  Redevelopment  Plan  congruent  with  the 
goals,policies,and  land  use  designations  of  relevant  sections  of  the  current  City 
Planning  Code,  the  land  use  designations  on  these  blocks  likely  would  be  either 
C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  or  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail).  Development  that  would 
be  allowable  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  these  land  use  designations  would 
be  less  intensive  than  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  The  floor  area 
ratio  (FAR)  and  height  and  bulk  permitted  under  the  C-3-0  or  C-3-R  land  use 
designations  would  be  less  than  that  allowed  under  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan. 
The  potential  transportation,  air  quality,  and  other  impacts  associated  with 
development  under  the  C-3-0  or  C-3-R  land  use  designations  on  CB-1,  EB-1,  and 
EB-2  would  be  less  than  the  impacts  identified  for  development  under  the  current 
Redevelopment  Plan  because  there  would  be  fewer  employees  and  less  travel  would 
be  generated. 

The  following  two  new  sentences  are  added  after  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on 
SEIR  p.  86: 

The  adoption  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  YBG  DDA,  which  is  included  in  the 
Initial  Study  as  part  of  the  project,  has  been  superseded  by  the  changes  to  the  scope  of 
development  for  YBG  indicated  in  this  Subsequent  EIR.  This  does  not  change  the  Revised 
Main  Program  analyzed  in  this  Subsequent  ETR.  nor  does  it  change  the  impacts  described 
in  this  Subsequent  EIR  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project. 


C&R.9 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  96  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language 
in  italics): 

Table  2,  pp.  32-35,  presents  a  comparison  of  land  uses  by  block  for  the  Setting, 
DD A/Existing  Main  Program,  and  Revised  Main  Program  (Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendments  and  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG). 

The  third  mitigation  measure  for  Water  on  SEIR  p.  143  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the 
amount  and  rate  of  water  required  for  irrigation  and  water  features  on  CB-2  can  be 
supplied  by  groundwater.  If  the  results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source, 
municipal  water  would  have  to  be  obtained. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  156  is  revised  as  follows  and  a  new 
fifth  sentence  is  added  (new  language  in  italics): 

Changes  to  scope  of  the  development  for  YBG  under  this  alternative  would  allow 
development  of  52,0(X)  square  feet  of  additional  retail  and  48,000  square  feet  of  open  space 
on  CB-2  in  lieu  of  43,0(X)  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/  entertainment  uses; 
development  of  1 1,000  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  and 
44,400  square  feet  of  retail/commercial  space  in  lieu  of  21,000  square  feet  of  open  space; 
and  development  of  140,040  square  feet  of  office  space,  10,000  square  feet  of 
retail/commercial  space,  and  90  market-rate  housing  units  in  lieu  of  300,000  square  feet  of 
cultural  space  (the  proposed  relocation  of  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art)  and 
20  private  parking  spaces.  In  addition.  Alternative  1  would  allow  development  of  75 
market-rate  housing  units  on  CB-1  rather  than  the  70-room  hotel  proposed  under  the 
project. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  162  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  approval  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  Amendments  and  the  changes  to  the  scope  of  development  for  YBG  would  generally 
not  differ  from  those  changes  identified  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 


C&R.IO 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


CHANGES  REGARDING  INCORPORATION  BY  REFERENCE 

This  section  is  provided  to  specify  the  portions  of  other  environmental  impact  reports  and  plans 
that  have  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  Draft  Subsequent  EIR  (DSEIR).  For  the 
convenience  of  readers,  revised  citations  identity  section  and  page  numbers  for  all  incorporated 
text.  Citation  of  specific  text  sections  incorporated  by  reference  from  other  documents  does  not 
have  a  substantive  effect  on  the  analysis  contained  in  the  EIR;  consequently,  there  is  no  change 
in  the  conclusions  regarding  the  level  of  significance  of  identified  impacts. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  2  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

This  Subsequent  EIR  incorporates  information  from  Program  EIRs  that  have  been 
previously  published.  Most  of  this  information  is  related  to  the  discussion  of  cumulative 
impacts  of  downtown  growth  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VI.A.l  to  VI.  0.1 
(Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990,  Case  No.  86.505E),  tiie  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR. 
pp.  50  to  181  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7, 1989,  Case  No.  85.463E),  and  tiie 
Downtown  Plan  EIR.  pp.  IV.A.l  to  IV.K.18  (Final  EIR  certified  October  18, 1984,  Case 
No.  EE81.3). 

The  second  and  third  sentences  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  10  are  revised  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

Sections  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR  (including  Appendices  and  Responses  to 
Comments)  and  tiie  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  (including  tiie  Summaries  of 
Comments  and  Responses)  that  contain  relevant  information  are  incorporated  into  this 
document  by  reference,  as  provided  for  in  Section  15149  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Implementation  of  tiie  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  (CR  Tifle  14, 
Division  6,  Chapter  3).  Where  incorporated,  relevant  portions  of  these  documents  are 
briefly  summarized  and  reference  page  numbers  are  provided.  In  addition,  the  Initial 
Study  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  included  discussions  of  and  references  to  various  topics 
covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  needed  no  further 
elaboration  for  this  Subsequent  EIR  and,  therefore,  were  focused  out  of  this  document  (see 
Appendix  A,  including,  for  example,  pp.  A-19  toA-21,  A-23,  A-24,  etc.). 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  is  revised  as  follows  and  a  new  fifth 
sentence  is  added  (new  language  in  italics): 

For  further  information  on  the  context  and  history  of  the  redevelopment  area,  see  pp.  13-25 
of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  15  is  revised  as  follows  and  a  new  fifth 
sentence  is  added  (new  language  in  italics): 

Where  the  impacts  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
DD A/Existing  Main  Program  and  were  adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First 
and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements,  the  information  has  been  referenced  and  summarized 
in  the  Initial  Study,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  No  further 
analysis  of  these  topics  has  been  included  in  this  document. 

The  following  paragraph  replaces  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  39:  Land  use  and  development 
within  YBC  is  regulated  by  the  provisions  of  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Approved  Redevelopment  Project  (adopted  April  26,  1966  and  amended 
November  2, 1991).  The  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  39  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  fourth  section,  which  governs  land  use  and  development  within  YBC,  is  the  Project 
Plan  (see  Redevelopment  Plan,  pp.  7  to  23)  and  is  hereby  uncorporated  by  reference. 

The  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  47  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  western  subarea  consists  of  land  uses  and  business  activities  that  are  more  commonly 
considered  traditional  South  of  Market  functions.  The  discussion  of  South  of  Market  land 
uses  and  business  functions  contained  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  on  pp.  57  to  58  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  In  summary,  those  uses  include  light 
industrial,  parking,  retail,  and  residential  uses.  Buildings  in  this  subarea  are  generally  two- 
to  ten-stories  tall.  The  retail  uses  include  downtown  support  businesses,  pawn  shops, 
liquor/grocery  stores,  taverns,  surplus  stores,  restaurants,  and  used-merchandise  siovts  J4/ 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  48  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

YBC  is  part  of  the  area  of  most  concentrated  building  development  and  economic  activity 
in  San  Francisco.  In  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  area  is 
referred  to  in  this  EIR  as  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  Nearby  Areas.  The  delineation  of 
these  areas  included  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  on  pp.  IV. 4  to  IV.  7  is  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  document.  Subareas  of  Downtown  &  Vicinity  include  the  C-3  District, 
Northeast  Waterfront,  South  of  Market  (which  includes  YBC),  Civic  Center/South  Van 
Ness,  and  Mission  Bay 75/ 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  before  the  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR 
p.  48: 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  a  discussion  of  increases  in  downtown  San  Francisco  office 
space,  and  of  the  effects  of  Proposition  M  on  approvals  of  office  space  development,  on 
pp.  VLB. 25  to  VLB. 27  that  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  48  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

In  summary,  between  1981  and  1985,  about  nine  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was 
added  to  the  supply  in  San  Francisco,  at  a  rate  of  more  than  two  million  square  feet  per 
year./6/ 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  before  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  50: 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  contains  a  discussion  of  existing  population  and  housing 
characteristics  in  San  Francisco  on  pp.  VLC.l  to  VLC.35  that  is  incorporated  by  reference 
into  this  document  The  Mission  Bav  ETR  discussion  is  summarized  in  the  following 
paragraphs,  supplemented  as  noted  with  information  and  analysis  from  additional  sources. 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  before  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  57: 

The  discussion  of  employment  and  economic  activity  contained  in  the  Mission  Bav  EIR  on 
pages  VI.B.l  to  VI.B.24  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document,  and  is 
summarized  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  fifth  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  63  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Trafflc  conditions  on  streets  and  at  intersection  and  freeway  access  points  on  Harrison 
Street  and  south  of  it  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1985  were  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR.  certified  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  August  1990.  This  information,  which 
is  presented  on  pp.  IV.E.J  to  N.EJ3  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  is  incorporated  into  this 
document  by  reference  and  summarized  below. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  68  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  includes  information  on  seismic  safety  issues  in  the  C-3  District 
of  downtown  San  Francisco  on  pp.  FV.K.l  to  rV.K.8.  That  information  remains  current 
and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
provides  similar  information  for  that  area  on  pp.  154  to  163,  as  does  the  Mission  Bay  EIR 
for  its  project  area  on  pp.  VI.K.l  toVI.K.18.  Neither  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  nor  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  provides  any  new  data  about  seismic  issues  that  establish  a  need  for 
revisions  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  information  or  conclusions. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  70  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  the  geologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  and  the  general 
response  of  the  site  to  earthquakes  on  pp.  191  to  206;  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
summarizes  the  YBC  FEIR  discussion  of  existing  geologic  conditions  on  pp.  92  to  95.  The 
information  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remains 
accurate,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and  summarized  below. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  before  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  85: 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  existing  hydrologic  conditions  within  the  YBC  area  on  pp.  207 
to  209,  and  the  Second  YBC  FEIR  Supplement  summarizes  the  YBC  FEIR  discussion  on 
pages  95  to  96.  The  information  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  remains  accurate,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document  and 
summarized  in  the  following  section. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  first  two  sentences  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94  are  revised  and  two  new 
sentences  are  added  after  the  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94,  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  impacts  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  land  use  impacts  that 
have  been  analyzed  for  the  year  2000  in  sections  <?/ three  Program  EIRs  published  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  They  are  the  Mission  Bav  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified 
August  23,  1990,  Case  No.  86.505E),  pp.  VI.B.50  to  VI.B.135;  the  South  of  Market  Plan 
EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7, 1989,  Case  No.  85.463EZM),  pp.  66  to  85;  and  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  October  18, 1984,  Case  No.  EE81.3),  pp.  IV.B.18 
to  IV.B.90.  The  cited  portions  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  and 
the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  addressing  cumulative  land  use  impacts  are  incorporated  by 
reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document.  Those  reference 
documents  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  in  the  San  Francisco  Main 
Library  Science  and  Documents  section. 

The  remaining  two  sentences  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94  are  continued  as  a 
separate  paragraph. 

The  last  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  94,  continuing  on  SEIR  p.  95,  is  deleted. 

The  third  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  103  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VI.C.36  to  VI.C.I03,  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  88  to 
95,  discuss  residence  patterns  in  a  Citywide  and  regional  context,  in  relation  to  housing 
demand  from  employment  growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  The  cited  portions  of  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  are  incorporated  by  reference  and 
summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 

The  remaining  two  sentences  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  103  are  continued  as  a  separate 
paragraph. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  last  two  sentences  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  106  are  revised  and  a  new  sentence  is 
added  at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  106,  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Cumulative  employment  totals  presented  and  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  would 
remain  current.  Thus,  no  new  net  additional  growth  in  employment  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  this  project.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  discussion  of  future  employment  and  economic 
activity  on  pp.  VI.B.63  to  VI.B.79  and  pp.  VI.B.83  to  VI.B.93  is  incorporated  by  reference 
into  this  document. 

The  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 16  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  transportation  sections  of  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Area  Plan  EIR 
address  various  regional  transportation  impacts  in  2(X)0  on  pp.  VI.E.50  to  VI.E.240  and  pp. 
109  tol24,  respectively.  (The  Mission  Bay  EIR  also  analyzes  transportation  impacts  in 
2020.)  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  discussions  of  transportation 
impacts  are  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  in  this  document,  below. 

The  remaining  three  sentences  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 16  are  continued  as  a  separate 
paragraph. 

The  first  and  second  sentences  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 25  are  revised  as  follows 
(new  language  in  italics): 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR.  pp.  VI.F.Il  toVI.F.28,  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  pp.  139 
to  144,  analyzed  cumulative  effects  of  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on 
regional  air  quality  in  the  future.  The  discussions  of  cumulative  air  quality  effects  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  remain  accurate,  and  are  incorporated 
by  reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  130  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in 
italics): 

The  discussions  of  seismic  impacts  on  pp.  433-437  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  pp.  193-197  of 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  remain  current  and  accurate,  and  are  incorporated  by 
reference  and  summarized  in  the  following  section  of  this  document. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  following  sentence  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  137: 

The  analyses  of  the  water  distribution  system  and  of  water  system  impacts  cited  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this 
document. 

The  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  145  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  No-Development  Alternative  have  been  analyzed 
previously  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp  26  to  31  and  throughout  Section  VI, 
"Environmental  Impacts, "  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  Expansion  Initial  Study. 
The  analyses  provided  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  in  the  Moscone  Convention 
Center  Expansion  Initial  Study  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document.  A 
summary  of  the  effects  of  the  No-Project  Alternative  for  those  issue  areas  analyzed  in  this 
Subsequent  EIR  is  presented  below. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  162,  continuing  on  SEIR  p.  163,  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  in  italics): 

Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  approval  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  Amendments  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreement  would  generally  not  differ  from  those  changes  identified  in  Section  X  of  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  "Irreversible  Environmental  Changes,  "pp.  226,  which  is 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  document. 
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D.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


BACKGROUND 

BRIEF  HISTORY  OF  THE  YBC  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
Comment 

"...page  3  of.. .You  have  a  brief  history  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project... I  know  it's  in  the 
previous  documents,  but  it  should  never  be  forgotten,  the  number  of  housing  units  that  were 
taken,  the  number  of  people  displaced.. .It  does  say  that  there  was  some  litigation,  but  that's  not 
quite  enough,  really,  to  tell  the  story  to  new  readers  who  may  not  go  back  to  past  documents. 

"...[Page  3.]  I  would  like  you  to  put  in  Mayor  George  Moscone's  Select  Committee  because 
that's  who  struggled  with  the  issue. 

"...page  5.. .think  you  should  put  a  sentence  in  there  that  says  the  voters  approved  the  expansion 
of  [Moscone  Center]  under  CB-2. 

"...page  7.. .where  it  has  Alternative  A,  B,  C  and  D...but  it's  hard  for  me  to  believe  that 
Alternative  B  is  quite  accurate.  It  may  be  what  was  in  the  previous  document  but  it  doesn't  really 
say  that  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  definitely  talked  about  gardens.  It  says  it  included  an 
apparel  mart  but  no  hotel,  a  convention  center  and  three  million  square  feet  of  office  space.. .it  did 
include  an  apparel  mart  but  for  a  time  limit  of  a  couple  of  months,  at  which  time  the  Committee 
recommended  the  apparel  mart  be  moved  and  gardens  be  put  on  Central  Block  2."  (Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  indicates  that  the  clearance  process  for  YBC 
development  required  the  relocation  of  approximately  2,070  individuals  and 
227  households,  most  of  whom  were  single  and/or  elderly. 
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The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  3  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language 
is  underlined): 

On  August  31, 1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba  Buena  Center,  which  was 
convened  by  Mayor  George  Moscone.  recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan 
for  YBC,  including  an  underground  exhibit  hall  and  financing  mechanisms  for  an  urban 
park  on  the  central  blocks. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragr^h  on  SEIR  p.  5  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new 
language  is  underlined): 

To  allow  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  into  the  area  previously  reserved 
for  parking,  the  Fourth  through  the  Seventh  Amendments  to  the  DDA  provided  that  the 
developer  would  release  the  CB-2  parking  parcel,  thus  making  possible  the  underground 
expansion  of  convention  exhibit  and  meeting  space  that  was  approved  by  the  voters  on  that 
block,  and  would  release  a  portion  of  the  EB-2  Residential  Parcel  and  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation  on  CB-1. 

The  sentence  regarding  Alternative  B  in  the  second  full  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  7  is  revised  to  read 
as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Conmiittee  on  Yerba 
Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central  Block  2  (CB-2),  a 
convention  center,  a  recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2.  and  about  three  million  square 
feet  of  office  space. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION 

Comment 

"Where  new  analysis  is  conducted  for  the  DSEIR,  as  is  the  case  for  the  transportation  / 
pedestrian  /  traffic  section,  then  all  the  matters  addressed  in  the  Second  Supplement  must  be 
addressed  again  by  the  DSEIR,  to  validate  that  the  prior  discussion  remains  adequate  and 
complete  in  the  light  of  current  information.  Moreover,  the  actual  record  of  implementation  of 
the  Second  Supplement's  and  FEIR  mitigation  measures  must  be  disclosed,  to  determine  if  they 
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were  in  fact  adopted,  implemented,  proved  infeasible,  or  remain  undone  for  reasons  that  must 
then  be  disclosed."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"While  the  subsequent  draft  EIR  'incorporates  by  reference'  the  Second  Supplement,  it  presents 
no  relisting  of  its  Finding  of  Significant  Impact,  no  relisting  of  its  mitigation  measures,  no 
reevaluation  of  their  adequacy  in  the  light  of  current  information,  and  no  update  on  whether  or 
not  those  measures  were  carried  out,  proved  infeasible,  or  remain  undone.  Since  these  are  the 
most  important  'products'  of  environmental  review,  the  failure  to  recap  and  update  them  as 
needed  in  the  Subsequent  EIR  is  ridiculous  if  not  cynical. 

"The  current  draft  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  is  patently  impossible  to  understand  ~  for  everyone  and 
anyone  ~  unless  one  also  has  in  hand  to  read  simultaneously  side-by-side  the  1983  Second 
Supplement  document.  But  almost  no  one  does,  and  no  new  copies  of  the  earlier  document  have 
been  produced  or  distributed.  This  document  is  so  obviously  incomprehensible  due  to  its 
structure  I  believe  it  is  a  clear  and  egregious  violation  of  our  SFRG/City  Settlement  Agreement, 
which  is  also  actionable  on  a  different  basis."  (John  Elberling,  SFRG) 

Response 

The  SEIR  updates  the  transportation  analysis  provided  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  Each  of  the  specific  transportation-related  impacts  presented  in  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  (travel  demand,  pedestrian  impacts,  transit  impacts,  mixed- vehicle 
impacts,  parking  impacts,  truck  deliveries  and  loading,  and  construction  impacts)  is 
included  in  the  SEIR.  Therefore,  this  DSEIR  updates  and  replaces  the  transportation 
impacts  analysis  presented  in  the  previous  environmental  documentation  prepared  for 
YBC.  The  reader  need  not  re-read  previous  EIRs  on  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  to 
understand  and  use  the  new  transportation  analysis  presented  in  this  SEIR. 

As  provided  in  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines  Section  15150, 
this  SEIR  incorporated  by  reference  relevant  parts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  and 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  (see  DSEIR  p.  3),  and  relevant  portions  of  the  Mission  Bay 
EIR.  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  and  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (see  SEIR  p.  2).  As  indicated  in 
the  first  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  3,  this  SEIR  summarizes  material  from  previous 
environmental  documentation  for  YBC.  Accordingly,  the  SEIR  also  updates  the 
environmental  analyses  contained  in  earlier  documents  (see  SEIR  p.  1). 
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As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  2,  the  documents  incorporated  by  reference  are  available  for  public 
review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco;  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  various  branch  libraries.  Additional  copies 
of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  were  produced  and  distributed  to  the  locations  stated 
above  at  the  beginning  of  the  public  review  period  for  this  DSEIR. 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  3,  this  SEIR  may  be  read  independent  from  the  previous 
environmental  documentation,  as  all  necessary  material  has  been  summarized.  However, 
the  format  of  the  SEIR  parallels  that  of  previous  environmental  documentation.  This  was 
done  to  provide  continuity  throughout  the  entire  EIR  process  for  YBC.  The  Staff-Initiated 
Text  Changes  and  Errata  presented  earlier  in  this  Sunmiary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
document  expand  the  incorporation  by  reference  statements  made  in  the  DSEIR  by 
providing  precise  page  number  citations  to  each  section  referenced. 

As  indicated  on  SEIR  p.  139,  relevant  mitigation  measures  from  the  YBC  reiR.  First 
YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are  incorporated  by  reference. 
In  addition,  mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  pp.  A-43  through  A- 
51  in  SEIR  Appendix  A)  that  would  reduce  the  level  of  impact  associated  with  the  project. 

Although  the  relisting  of  mitigation  measures  from  previous  environmental  documentation 
is  not  necessary  for  this  SEIR,  a  comprehensive  list  of  mitigation  measures  is  included  in 
this  document  as  Appendix  F.  This  list  identifies  all  mitigation  measures  from  the 
previous  environmental  documentation  and  the  status  of  those  mitigation  measures. 

The  SEIR  is  written  in  plain  language  insofar  as  is  consistent  with  the  technical  material 
being  presented,  as  called  for  in  the  settlement  agreement  in  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  setflement  did  not  prohibit 
incorporation  by  reference  as  described  and  called  for  in  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines. 

GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Comment 

...page  11. ..it  says  the  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of  approximately 

2,070  individuals  and  227  households,  most  of  whom  were  single  and/or  elderly.  Would  you 

insert  in  there  low  income  because  they  were,  I  think,  all  low  income. 
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Page  13  says  the  only  structure  currently  under  at  YBC  is  the  underground  expansion  on  CB-2.  I 
think  the  theater  and  the  gallery  are  under  construction  and  possibly  the  Esplanade.. .whatever  is 
under  construction  should  just  be  added  to  that...  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  1 1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  is  underlined): 

The  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of  approximately  2,070  individuals  and 
227  households,  most  of  whom  were  low-income,  single  and/or  elderly. 

At  the  time  that  the  setting  for  the  DSEIR  was  established  (September  1991),  only  the 
underground  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-2  was  in  process.  It  is  recognized 
that  since  this  time,  the  construction  of  additional  buildings  on  the  eastern  portion  of  CB-2 
commenced.  The  impacts  associated  with  these  buildings  currently  under  construction 
were  included  in  the  analysis  of  future  impacts  contained  in  the  DSEIR.  The  last  sentence 
of  the  partial  paragraph  at  the  top  of  SEIR  p.  13  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language 
is  underlined): 

The  structures  currently  under  construction  in  YBC  are  the  underground  expansion 
of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-2  and  the  Center  for  the  Visual  Arts  Theatre  and 
Visual  Arts  Center  on  the  eastern  portion  of  CB-2. 

PRO.TECT  DESCRIPTION 

AFFORDABLE  VS.  MARKET  RATE  HOUSING 
Comment 

...we  see  the  breakdown  of  market  rate  versus  subsidized  housing.. .the  figure  of  580  more  market 
rate  housing  units  versus  30  more  subsidized  housing  units.. .there  isn't  a  whole  big  need  for 
market  rate  units  as  compared  with  the  need  for  affordable  ones.  (Susan  Bierman) 
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Response 

As  shown  in  Table  4  on  SEIR  p.  54,  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  already  contains 
^proximately  950  subsidized  housing  units  and  approximately  640  market-rate  housing 
units. 

MEXICAN  MUSEUM 
Comment 

Inasmuch  as  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  been  in  discussion  with  the  Mexican  Museum  for 
the  development  of  the  museum  facility  on  Central  Block  1, 1  am  curious  why  the  museum  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  draft  document.  (Vivian  Fei  Tsen) 

Response 

• 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  Mexican  Museum,  which  is  currently  at  Fort 
Mason  in  San  Francisco,  could  be  relocated  to  CB-1.  If  the  Mexican  Museum  is  relocated 
to  YBC,  it  would  be  on  the  CB-1  parcel  that  is  proposed  to  be  occupied  by  an  athletic  club 
in  the  DD A/Existing  Main  Program  or  a  70-room  hotel  in  the  Revised  Main  Program. 
The  environmental  impacts  associated  with  a  80,000-square-foot  museum  at  this  location 
would  be  similar  to  or  less  than  those  described  in  the  SEIR  for  the  70-room  hotel. 

The  Mexican  Museum  would  be  on  a  parcel  that  is  excluded  from  the  proposed  land  use 
district  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  would  be  a  permitted  use  on  CB-1.  In 
addition,  an  80,000-square-foot  facility  would  be  within  the  existing  height  and  bulk 
requirements  for  CB-1.  The  museum  would  not  result  in  any  changes  to  the  population 
and  housing  analysis  contained  in  the  SEIR  since  it  would  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
number  of  housing  units  within  YBC.  The  total  number  of  jobs  within  YBC  would  be  less 
with  the  museum  than  with  the  athletic  club  or  hotel. 

The  total  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  museum  would  be  less  than  the  number  of  trips 
generated  by  the  proposed  70-room  hotel  since  the  museum  would  employ  fewer  persons, 
have  a  greater  number  of  "linked  trips"  (museum  visitors  likely  would  patronize  other 
cultural  establishments  in  YBC),  and  museum  patrons  would  be  more  likely  to  use  public 
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transit.  Therefore,  the  transportation  impacts  presented  in  the  SEIR  would  be  greater  that 
the  impacts  anticipated  if  the  Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  on  CB-1. 

Since  fewer  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  Mexican  Museum  as  compared  to  the 
proposed  70-room  hotel,  the  air  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than  those  described  in  the 
SEIR.  In  addition,  the  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  construction  of  the  Mexican 
Museum  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  construction  of  other  buildings  in 
YBC  in  the  DSEIR. 

The  impacts  associated  with  seismic  hazards  within  YBC  would  be  the  same  if  the 
Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  as  those  described  in  the  SEIR.  Additionally,  the  impacts 
associated  with  hazardous  wastes  within  YBC  and  the  use  of  groundwater  for  landscaping 
within  YBC  would  be  the  same  if  the  Mexican  Museum  is  constructed  as  those  described 
in  the  SEIR. 

PARKING 

Conmient 

"The  300  parking  spaces  included  in  the  Revised  Main  Program  for  CB-2  must  be  deleted.  This 
parking  was  sought  only  by  Olympia  &  York,  which  is  no  longer  involved  in  CB-2.  It  caused 
serious  difficulties  with  accessibility  due  to  the  need  to  ramp  up  and  over  it  for  the  most  direct 
access  to  the  Esplanade  from  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets,  and  it  would  add  cross-sidewalk  traffic 
at  some  point  in  an  area  which  is  already  very  congested  with  both  pedestrians  and  cars, 
degrading  public  safety.  These  negative  environmental  impacts  of  that  specific  proposal  were 
never  discussed  in  the  DSEIR."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

The  300  parking  spaces  on  CB-2  are  not  deleted  from  the  SEIR  analysis.  The  Revised 
Main  Program  was  developed  to  provide  an  outline  of  what  development  is  likely  to  occur 
at  YBC  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  development  of  these  300  parking  spaces  on  CB-2 
could  occur  with  or  without  Olympia  &  York's  participation. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  that  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  pedestrian 
movements  on  the  sidewalks  surrounding  CB-2  were  not  discussed  in  the  DSEIR,  please 
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see  p.  109,  which  indicates  that  the  Fourth  Street  east  sidewalk  would  worsen  from 
unimpeded  to  impeded  as  a  result  of  the  project.  In  addition,  it  is  recognized  on  SEIR  pp. 
109  and  1 10,  that  the  pedestrian  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Moscone  Center  are 
congested  and  that  these  conditions  are  expected  to  continue. 

OLYMPIA  &  YORK  --  CB-2 

Comment 

...page  27... [Do]  you  need  to  update...it  to  be  consistent  with  your  negotiations. 

Page  98,  would  you  just  include  in  a  description  of  what's  in  the  Gardens,  the  Martin  Luther 
King  Memorial  and,  also,  the  ice  rink,  child  care,  Children's  Place  and  the  carousel.  (Susan 
Bierman) 

Likewise,  O&Y  insisted  on  a  CB-2  retail/entertainment  development  program  (including  a 
design-compromising  garage)  that  made  no  economic  sense  in  a  City  downtown  already  grossly 
oversaturated  with  retail  space,  and  which  O&Y  admitted  would  have  lost  money.  O&Y  still 
will  build  as  much  as  100,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  on  CB-1  underneath  its  office  tower. 

The  CB-2  parcel  next  to  the  beautiful  Esplanade  should  be  developed  instead  with  a  financially 
feasible  self-supporting  lower  density  retail  program  that  fills  in  all  the  missing  pieces,  for  both 
families  visiting  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  the  Neighborhood  residents: 

-  An  MBEAVBE-owned  'cineplex'  of  movie  theaters  to  round  out  the  Gardens 
entertainment  facilities  for  Central  City  youth,  local  seniors,  and  all  San  Franciscans. 

-  Potentially  the  relocated  Merrill's  Drug  Store  (now  at  Fourth  and  Market  Streets),  a  vital 
neighborhood  shopping  resource. 

-  An  MBEAVBE-owned  fast  food  chain  restaurant  franchise,  like  McDonalds,  for  local 
seniors  and  all  the  families  that  will  visit  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  who  need  lowest-price- 
possible  meals,  including  early  morning  breakfasts. 

-  An  MBEAVBE-owned  inexpensively-priced  chain  restaurant  franchise,  like  Sizzler,  for  a 
bit  healthier  and  broader  menu  option  for  these  folks. 

-  Additional  small  MBEAVBE  retail  businesses,  assisted  by  City/SFRA  economic 
development  funds. 
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-  A  new  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Senior  Center  to  organize  and  focus  the  vital  interface 
between  all  the  wonderful  resources  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  and  the  1,700  low-income 
elderly/handici^ped  Neighborhood  residents  who  live  literally  'across  the  street.' 

-  Next  to  the  Senior  Center,  a  small  Neighborhood  park  -  the  long-promised  West  Garden 

-  at  the  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  comer  that  will  be  more  accessible  and  usable  for  these 
seniors  than  the  huge  Esplanade. 

-  No  parking  garage  wasting  space  and  cutting  up  the  sidewalks,  and  no  unsightly 
pedestrian  bridge  over  Fourth  Street  to  the  expanded  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage. 

If  necessary  to  finally  get  the  job  done  right  after  all  these  years  of  mistaken  planning,  TODCO  is 
prepared  to  joint  venture  with  a  MBE  for-profit  developer  to  assemble  this  new  "1993  CB-2 
Development  Program". 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Substitute  this  new  "1993  CB-2  Development  F*rogram  for  the  obsolete 
O&Y  scheme  in  the  Main  Program.  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 


Staff-Initiated  Text  Changes  and  Errata  (see  Chapter  C.  of  this  document)  provides  the 
necessary  updates  to  the  DSEIR.  This  chapter  includes  a  discussion  of  the  changes  in 
Olympia  &  York's  involvement  in  YBC. 


To  provide  additional  detail  on  the  components  of  the  gardens,  the  following  sentence  is 
added  after  the  last  complete  sentence  on  SEIR  p.  35: 

The  gardens  would  include  the  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.,  memorial  fountain, 
landscaped  walks  and  gardens,  an  ice  rink,  a  bowling  center,  a  carousel,  and  a 
children's  museum. 

The  specific  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  for  CB-2  (retail,  commercial,  senior  center, 
and  open  space)  are  all  considered  to  be  permitted  uses  for  CB-2  under  the  existing  and 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plans.  In  addition,  the  existing  and  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plans  permit  the  provision  or  absence  of  parking  spaces  on  CB-2.  The  issue  of  requiring 
the  retail  and  commercial  uses  to  be  owned  by  a  Minority  or  Woman  Owned  Business 
Enterprise  is  a  policy  matter  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  may  choose  to 
consider  when  leasing  space  on  CB-2;  it  is  not  appropriate  for  discussion  within  this  EIR. 
Since  the  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  are  similar  to  the  land  uses  and  the 
employment  levels  described  for  the  Revised  Main  Program,  the  impacts  associated  with 
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the  uses  designated  by  the  commenter  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  in  the  SEIR. 
Thus,  no  change  to  the  SEIR  analysis  is  warranted. 

OLYMPIA  &  YORK  --  EB-2 

Comment 

The  Main  Program  assumed  O&Y  would  develop  those  two  EB-2  office  towers,  and  the  CB-2 
retail/entertainment  complex.  In  fact  Olympia  &  York's  obsolete  EB-2  and  CB-2  development 
plans  were  a  millstone  around  Yerba  Buena's  neck,  and  must  now  be  abandoned. 

San  Francisco  does  not  need  any  more  speculative  highrise  office  buildings  in  YBC  than  O&Y's 
already-committed  Market  Street  tower  and  the  already  approved  EB-1  project.  If  and  when  the 
real  estate  market  revives  after  1995  and  new  office  projects  become  financially  feasible,  they 
should  be  allocated  by  the  Planning  Commission  to  local  corporations  through  the  in-place 
Proposition  M/Downtown  Plan  process. 

A  more  realistic  development  plan  for  EB-2  is  to  auction  these  now-prestigious  sites  next  to  the 
new  Museum  of  Modern  Art  for  luxury  condominium  development,  subject  to  the  same 
affordable  housing  in-lieu  requirements  which  now  apply  in  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use 
District.  Not  only  is  this  probably  worth  the  same  land  value  as  office  buildings,  it  can  probably 
be  built  much  sooner  given  the  current  real  estate  market. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Change  the  Main  Program  EB-2  development  plan  to  two  market  rate 
condominium  projects  flanking  the  MOMA.  Permit  parking  above  grade  in  these  buildings  as 
needed.  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

The  existing  and  proposed  Redevelopment  Plans  for  EB-2  both  would  permit  residential 
development  in  the  areas  designated  Downtown  Office  and  Downtown  Support  (see  Figure 
3  on  SEIR  p.  19).  This  residential  development  is  to  be  confined  to  the  space  above  the 
first  story.  Ground  level  space  can  include  retail  and  office  uses  and  access  to  residential 
uses  that  are  on  upper  floors. 
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The  Revised  Main  Program  analyzes  the  impacts  of  1 10  housing  units  on  EB-2  (see  SEIR, 
pp.  100-105).  The  use  of  office  parcels  for  housing  as  suggested  by  the  commenter  is 
similar  to  the  no-project  alternative  (the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program)  analyzed  in  the 
SEIR,  which  includes  300  housing  units  on  EB-2.  The  impacts  of  these  3(X)  housing  units 
are  analyzed  in  the  SEIR  (see  pp.  151  through  156).  Thus,  no  change  in  the  SEIR  is 
necessary. 

EB-3  FAR 

Comment 

On  page  22,  where  the  FAR  for  the  parcel  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Third  and  Howard  would 
change  from  seven  to  one  FAR  to  14  to  one.. .I'm  worried  personally  about  the  effect  of  that 
height  [and]  FAR  in  terms  of  shadow  and  wind  on  Central  Block  2  and  3.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  stated  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project  (see  SEIR,  Appendix  A,  p.  A- 15),  the  potential 
general  effects  associated  with  wind  and  shadow  have  been  discussed  adequately  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  previous  environmental 
documentation  discussed  the  overall  principles  and  identified  possible  "problem"  locations 
for  wind  and  shadow  impacts  on  the  basis  on  "worst-case"  floor  areas  for  various  new 
buildings.  These  discussions  were  general  because  final  designs  of  potential  new  buildings 
were  not  complete. 

Recognizing  that  the  final  design  of  new  buildings  influences  the  extent  of  specific  wind 
and  shadow  effects,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  adopt  measures  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  South  of  Market  Plan,  as  applicable,  to  mitigate 
the  impacts  associated  with  wind  and  shadow  by  new  development  within  YBC  (see  pp.  A- 
44  and  A-45  in  Appendix  A,  the  Initial  Study,  for  the  text  of  the  mitigation  measures).  For 
a  development  project  to  be  approved  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Third  and  Howard  Streets, 
the  developer  would  be  required  to  demonstrate  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  wind 
and  shadow  impacts  of  the  project  have  been  mitigated  and  that  the  project  meets  stated 
standards,  if  feasible. 
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TABLE  1 
Comment 

...page  28...  has  a  Table,  Land  Use,  Block  Number  and  Revised  Main  Program.  Now,  later  on  in 
the  document  it  compares  all  these.  But  this  Table  itself  seems  to  me  to  be  kind  of  meaningless 
unless  you  put  the  existing  program  along  with  the  revised  program.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Table  1  on  SEIR  pp.  28  and  29  is  intended  to  summarize  the  total  amount  of  development 
that  could  occur  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  It  provides 
an  overview  of  potential  development  within  YBC  associated  with  the  project  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  SEIR.  That  is  why  the  DDA/Existing  Main  Program  is  included  in  the 
table.  Table  2  on  SEIR  pp.  31  through  33  provides  the  comparison  between  the 
DDA/Existing  Main  Program  and  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  addresses  the  issue 
raised  by  the  commenter. 

POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
Comment 

"The  1982  Second  Supplement  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  contained  a 
detailed  demographic  analysis  and  a  section  on  social  characteristics  that  is  missing  in  the 
subsequent  version.  Current  information  of  this  kind  is  essential  to  monitor  socioeconomic 
trends  and  to  gain  a  necessary  perspective  of  the  target  area.  Also  missing  in  the  subsequent 
report  are  community  concerns  found  in  the  previous  EIR. 

"As  noted  above,  the  DSEIR  is  lacking  current  demographic  data  on  Yerba  Buena  area  residents. 
This  would  include: 

"a.    population  by  age,  ethnicity  and  language 
"b.    population  densities 

"c.     population  by  disability  including  gait  disability,  mobility  impairment,  sight  and  hearing 
disabilities,  and  frailty 
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"d.     analysis  of  households,  residential  facilities 

"e.     projected  construction  of  housing 

"f.     socioeconomic  abstract 

"g.    survey  of  existing  area  social  service  agencies 

"h.    statistical  abstract  of  clients  served,  and 

"i.     analysis  of  current  and  projected  housing  availability."  (Philip  Klasky) 
Response 

In  that  the  goal  of  the  SEIR  is  to  identily  significant  physical  environmental  impacts  from 
the  Revised  Main  Program,  information  about  the  existing  population  and  the  social 
characteristics  of  YBC  is  neither  necessary  nor  relevant.  The  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  did  not  contain  a  detailed  demographic  analysis  of  the  YBC  area.  The 
demographic  information  contained  in  that  document  was  from  the  1970  U.S.  Census,  the 
1975  South  of  Market  Statistical  Abstract  (prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning),  and  the  1981  South  of  Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier 
(prepared  by  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research).  This  information  provided 
some  information  about  the  types  of  persons  residing  in  YBC,  but  did  not  constitute  a 
detailed  demographic  analysis. 

The  SEIR  uses  updated  demographic  information  from  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  and  other  sources  (see  SEIR  pp.  56  and  57)  to  provide  the  necessary  context 
for  analyzing  the  population  and  housing  impacts  associated  with  the  project.  This 
information  is  considered  to  be  adequate  for  purposes  of  this  EIR. 

Comment 

...and  the  thing  I  think  is  new  is  as  a  major  employment  center  the  city  attracts  those  who  want  to 
live  close  to  where  they  work.  Then  the  next  sentence,  San  Francisco's  large  gay  community  has 
contributed  to  a  relatively  strong  housing  demand  as  has  the  city's  immigrant  community... I  don't 
think  before  we  have  used  sexual  orientation  as  something  to  consider  in  housing.  (Susan 
Bierman) 
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Response 

The  SEIR  includes  references  to  the  gay  community  because  this  segment  of  the 
population  has  contributed  to  the  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco.  The  SEIR  does  not 
attempt  to  use  sexual  orientation  as  a  housing  consideration,  but  to  characterize  the  housing 
market  in  San  Francisco. 

RENT  STABILIZATION 

Comment 

...page  52...the  sentence,  the  latter  includes  a  relatively  large  stock  of  small  rental  units  in  older 
buildings  that  provides  one  of  the  few  sources  of  housing  for  low  income  households.  I  think 
maybe  it  should  have  an  additional  sentence  that  says  the  City's  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance 
covering  most  of  these  units  is  probably  why  they're  still  affordable.  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  San  Francisco  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance  is  one  factor  in 
sustaining  the  City's  stock  of  lower-cost  housing. 

AFFORDABLE  HOUSING 

Comment 

"...  Page  103.  YBC,  under  the  revised  Main  Program,  would  have  a  deficit  of  about  2,020 
housing  units. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  that  the  City-wide  Tax 
Increment  Affordable  Housing  Program,  of  which  you  are  justly  proud,  in  three  years  of 
operation  has  created,  according  to  the  best  estimate  of  your  staff,  some  1,400  permanently 
affordable  housing  units  in  San  Francisco,  both  apartments  and  SRO's.  You  are  contemplating 
approving  an  environmental  impact  report  with  no  mitigation,  failing  to  address  a  2,020  housing 
unit  deficit.  This  one  project  wiU  exceed  all  of  the  good  that  has  been  done  in  affordable  housing 
production." 
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"One  of  the  major  battles  that  have  occurred  before  the  Planning  Commission.. .has  been  for  the 
first  time  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  a  Master  Plan  policy  that  actually  designates, 
by  affordability  level,  targets  of  affordable  housing  production  over  the  next  five  year  period. 
The  data  included  in  this  EIR  totally  ignores  that.  When  we  say  there  is  a  2,020  unit  deficit  we 
have  no  idea  because  of  the  methodology  used  in  this  section  does  not  get  into  the  affordability 
levels  of  those  units.  The  object  is  to  try  to  match  the  known  job-generating  work  force  with 
housing  able  to  be  afforded  by  the  best  methodology  that  we  can,  based  upon  what  the  earnings 
of  that  work  force  will  be. 

"The  Plaiming  Commission  struggled  mightily  to  get  as  close  a  match  as  possible  on  Mission 
Bay  and  broke  down,  at  affordability  levels,  the  necessary  housing  needed  to  be  built  within  the 
project  area  and  throughout  the  city  to  mitigate  the  known  employment  demand  of  Mission  Bay's 
work  force. 

"This  document  should  do  the  same.  Because  it  may  well  be  that  all  2,020  of  these  units  are 
deeply  affordable  or  that  they  are  all  moderately  affordable.  In  terms  of  defining  policy  and 
allocations,  the  bare  minimum  that  this  should  require  of  this  document  is  to  ascertain  what 
needs  ~  what  housing  needs  are  going  to  be  unmet  at  what  affordabihty  level. 

"The  document  needs  to  expand  itself  to  show  how  the  Agency  and  how  this  project  is  going  to 
be  consistent  with  the  Office  of  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program.  300,000  square  feet  of 
new  office  space  has  been  added.  OAHPP  is  exempted  from  Proposition  M.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  that  exemption  of  Proposition  M  and  the  impact  that  it  may  have  on  defining 
housing  impacts  at  all.  The  document  should  be  amended  to  discuss  the  special  nature  of 
commercial  office  development  in  Redevelopment  Areas."  (Calvin  Welch) 

"...page  S-3,  It  is  talking  about  new  requirements  that  will  be  met  by.. .making  the 
Redevelopment  Area  to  be  congruent  with  Planning  Code  requirements... it  doesn't 
mention.. .OHPP... but  in  the  whole  document  it's  not  clear  to  me  that  any  attention  has  been 
given  to  the  OHPP."  (Susan  Bierman) 

"...the  requirement  of  which  have  already  been  made  by  development  in  YBC  to  date.  As  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  knows  the  Use  Tax  Increment  Fund  requires  a  set  aside  for 
a  minimum  of  20  percent  for  affordable  housing.  The  last  time  we  visited  this  question  with 
YBC,  which  I  believe  was  some  two  years  ago,  the  dollar  amount  was  somewhere  in  the 
neighborhood  of  two  and  a  half  to  three  million  dollars,  has  already  accrued  three  years  ago  in 
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terms  of  that  requirement  for  affordable  housing  based  upon  the  tax  increment  used  in  YBC.  A 
fill!  discussion  and  an  accounting  of  that  amount  should  be  made."  (Calvin  Welch) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  projects  within  the  City's  redevelopment  areas, 
such  as  YBC,  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  M.  However,  office 
buildings  that  have  been  approved  in  YBC  since  the  November  1986  passage  of 
Proposition  M  count  toward  the  annual  citywide  ceiling  on  square  footage. 

YBC  is  not  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance,  but  as  a  matter  of  policy,  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  applies  the  same  formula  to  development  projects  within  YBC 
(except  for  CB-1  where  all  funds  generated  are  directed  to  construction  of  the  "Gardens"  on 
CB-2).  Thus,  projects  within  YBC  contribute  the  same  proportion  of  affordable  housing  as 
projects  that  are  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance.  The  funds  collected  by  the 
Revdelopment  Agency  are  used  for  affordable  housing  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.  As  stated  on  SEIR  pp.  100  through  102,  the  Revised  Main 
f*rogram  would  create  a  number  of  housing  opportunities.  A  total  of  2,500  housing  units, 
including  1,520  market  rate  units  and  980  affordable  units,  would  be  within  YBC.  This 
represents  an  additional  580  market  rate  units  and  30  affordable  units  over  what  would  be 
provided  in  the  DD  A/Existing  Main  Program.  Approximately  40  percent  of  the  all  units 
within  YBC  would  be  considered  affordable. 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  103,  when  comparing  projected  housing  demand  to  the  number  of 
housing  units  that  would  be  provided  by  the  project,  a  deficit  of  about  2,020  housing  units 
within  YBC  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Since  this  deficit  would 
comprise  both  affordable  and  market  rate  units,  it  would  be  incorrect  to  assume  that  all  of 
these  units  would  need  to  be  affordable.  Rather,  the  proportion  of  affordable  and  market 
rate  housing  units  that  would  be  needed  would  depend  on  the  distribution  of  income  levels 
of  YBC  employees.  As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  105,  84  percent  of  the  new  employment  within 
YBC  would  be  office  jobs,  while  4  percent  would  be  in  the  cultural  facilities  and  12 
percent  would  be  in  retail  and  commercial  establishments.  Although  some  of  these 
employees  would  qualify  for  affordable  housing,  it  would  be  speculative  to  attempt  to 
determine  the  demand  for  affordable  housing  that  would  result  from  this  project.  YBC  is  a 
much  smaller  area  of  the  City  than  Mission  Bay  and  determining  the  affordability  of 
housing  units  within  a  job/housing  balance  context  does  not  represent  the  real  effects  of  the 
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project.  YBC,  unlike  Mission  Bay,  does  not  approach  the  concept  of  being  a  self- 
contained  community  within  San  Francisco.  The  entire  focus  of  the  plaiming  process  for 
YBC  has  been  to  integrate  the  redevelopment  area  into  downtown  San  Francisco. 
Therefore,  to  analyze  the  affordability  of  housing  units  for  YBC  employees  within  YBC 
would  not  be  appropriate  and  it  would  be  speculative  to  assume  that  this  project  would 
nullify  what  has  been  accomplished  through  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  Tax  Increment 
Affordable  Housing  Program. 

San  Francisco's  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  states  as  one  objective  to  provide 
new  housing  for  all  income  groups  in  appropriate  locations  and  as  another  objective  to 
provide  affordable  housing  particularly  to  low-  and  moderate-income  households. 
However,  the  element  presents  no  specific  targets  for  amounts  of  affordable  housing.  As 
stated  above,  housing  affordabihty  is  an  issue  usually  determined  through  the  comparison 
of  housing  prices  and  income  levels.  As  income  or  housing  prices  profile  change,  so  do 
affordability  levels.  It  should  be  noted  that  it  is  policy  makers  who  ultimately  define 
affordability  levels  and  determine  housing  affordability  needs.  Although  information 
provided  in  this  SEIR,  including  the  number  of  affordable  and  market-rate  units  and  jobs 
that  will  be  created  through  implementation  of  this  project,  may  be  used  to  identify  future 
housing  demands  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  it  is  not  the  intent  of  CEQA  for  policy 
decisions  to  be  carried  out  through  the  EIR  process.  Instead,  the  data  contained  in  this 
document  may  be  used  by  policy  makers  in  establishing  affordability  standards  and 
determining  affordable  housing  demands. 

The  State  Tax  Increment  Law  provides  for  a  contribution  to  affordable  housing  of 
20  percent  of  the  increase  in  property  tax  base.  This  amount  is  in  addition  to  the  funds 
collected  under  the  same  formula  as  the  OAHPP  described  above.  These  funds  also  are 
used  for  affordable  housing  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Although  the  issue  regarding  the  accounting  of  State  Tax  Increment  Funds  as  related  to 
YBC  is  important,  this  issue  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  EIR  since  it  is  not  an  issue  that 
would  result  in  a  physical  impact. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  TRAFHC  CHARACTERISTICS 
Comment 

"Note  that  in  the  section  on  Traffic  Characteristics  (pp.  62-63)  there  is  no  mention  of  the  special 
needs  of  the  resident  population  which  includes  elders  and  persons  with  disabilities."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

Response 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  Traffic  Characteristics  section  on  SEIR  p.  64: 
Special  Transportation  Needs  of  Vicinity  Residents 

The  resident  population  in  the  YBC  vicinity  includes  elderly  people  and  persons  with 
physical  disabilities.  Special  transportation  needs  for  this  component  of  the 
population  relate  to  ease  of  access  to  public  transit  and  pedestrian  amenities.  Current 
MUNI  service  in  the  area  include  some  buses  (9X-San  Bruno  Express  and  15-Third) 
that  are  wheelchair  accessible  and  that  "kneel"  (i.e.,  lower  the  front  of  the  bus)  to 
allow  easier  access  for  passengers.  Other  buses  (14-Mission,  30-Stockton,  and  45- 
Union/Stockton)  do  not  have  these  capabilities.  The  14-Mission  and  30-Stockton  are 
scheduled  to  be  upgraded  to  have  the  greater  accessibility  within  the  next  few 
years./10a/  As  stated  above,  the  west  sidewalks  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market 
and  Howard  Streets  currently  operate  in  impeded  conditions.  In  response  to  this 
condition  and  to  the  need  of  the  resident  population  that  use  these  sidewalks,  the  City 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  undertook  a  study  of  pedestrian  conditions  on 
Fourth  Street.  The  study  recommended  various  improvements  to  the  west  sidewalks 
including  sidewalk  widenings,  removal  or  relocation  of  sidewalk  obstructions,  such 
as  newspaper  racks,  and  closure  of  the  Fourth  Street  access  driveways  for  the  Fifth 
and  Mission  Street  garage./! Ob/ 

The  following  notes  are  added  to  SEIR  p.  65: 

/10a/  Annette  Williams,  MUNI,  telephone  conversation,  March  24, 1992, 

/10b/  Koorosh  Hariri,  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
telephone  conversation,  October  18, 1990,  Fourth  Street  Streetscape  Studv  was 
prepared  February  1990. 
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In  addition,  the  following  listing  is  added  to  the  Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted  list 
under  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  on  SEIR  p.  165: 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Annette  Williams 

WORST-CASE  ANALYSIS 
Comment 

"The  pedestrian  impact  analysis  does  not  include  projection  of  'major'  and  'maximum'  attendance 
levels  for  simultaneous  events,  festivals,  conventions,  etc.  which  the  Main  Program  is  clearly 
intended  to  accommodate.  The  only  such  reference  is  the  paragraph  on  the  'Effects  of  Large 
Scale  Conventions'  on  page  115.  It  makes  cursory  assumptions  without  any  basis  or 
documentation.  In  general  the  analysis  is  based  on  regular  weekday  patterns,  ignoring  the 
obvious  fact  that  the  heaviest  use  of  the  Gardens  will  likely  occur  on  weekends. 

"A  'major  attendance  level'  scenario  needs  to  be  identified  and  assessed  which  includes,  for 
example,  a  Saturday  afternoon  with  full  use  of  all  convention  space,  full  attendance  at  the 
cultural  facilities  performances,  and  a  high  level  of  use  of  all  the  other  Gardens  and  cultural 
facilities  in  the  area.  In  practice  this  may  well  occur  50  days  a  year. 

"A  'maximum  attendance  level'  scenario  needs  to  be  identified  and  assessed  which  includes  full 
use  of  the  convention  center  for  a  'consumer  show,'  or  a  major  outdoor  festival  in  the  Gardens.  In 
practice  this  may  well  occur  12  days  a  year."  (John  Elberhng,  TODCO) 

Response 

Analyses  of  transportation  effects  of  the  Revised  Main  Program  reflect  average  (i.e.,  usual) 
levels  of  activity  projected  for  the  year  2000  in  the  YBC  area.  The  activity-level  scenarios 
suggested  by  the  commenter  would  be  exceptions  to  usual  conditions  and  would  occur 
infrequently.  The  "major  attendance  level"  scenario  cited  by  the  commenter  as  being  hkely 
to  occur  50  days  per  year  would,  in  fact,  not  be  expected  to  occur  that  frequently  (i.e.,  one 
day  every  weekend).  Convention  activity  at  the  Moscone  Center,  according  to  the  Center's 
Events  Coordinator,  is  about  90%  trade  shows  and  other  association  meetings  that  are  not 
open  to  the  pubhc.  These  conventions  do  not  attract  attendance  at  the  level  of  a  convention 
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open  to  the  public,  such  as  MacWorld  or  the  Auto  Show.  The  public  shows,  which 
comprise  about  10%  of  the  conventions  held  at  Moscone  Center,  attract  the  largest  number 
of  people;  MacWorld  attracts  the  highest  number  of  people  and  the  Auto  Show  (a  week- 
long  show  around  Thanksgiving)  attracts  the  second  highest  number  of  people./!/ 

The  Moscone  Center  expansion,  as  described  in  its  Initial  Study  (see  SEIR  p.  9),  will 
permit  the  holding  of  one  large  convention,  with  about  1,000  daily  attendees  above  current 
maximum  attendance,  or  two  small  conventions,  with  a  combined  attendance  less  than  a 
large  convention  in  the  existing  Moscone  Center.  This  change  would  not  have  a  noticeable 
effect  on  transportation  impacts  described  in  the  SEIR. 

CEQA  requires  a  conservative  assessment  of  potential  environmental  impacts.  The 
analysis  of  a  rare  absolute  worst-case  condition  is  not,  however,  required,  and  in  fact,  could 
be  counterproductive  because  the  mitigation  measures  needed  to  reduce  these  absolute 
worst-case  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance  could  result  in  inappropriate  capacity- 
expanding  actions  that  would  not  be  needed  the  great  majority  of  the  time.  For  example, 
traffic  conditions  during  a  "maximum  attendance  level"  scenario  could  trigger  the 
construction  of  additional  travel  lanes  that  could  reduce  sidewalk  space  and  encourage 
more  people  to  drive  to  the  area  instead  of  using  public  transit  or  another  alternative  mode 
of  transportation. 

Another  reason  why  analysis  of  a  "maximum  attendance  level"  scenario  is  not  appropriate 
is  that  this  infrequent  scenario  would  typically  occur  on  a  weekend.  Weekend  conditions 
in  the  YBC  area  are  better  than  during  the  afternoon  peak  period  on  weekdays,  because 
employment-generated  commuter  traffic  does  not  occur. 

Ill    Julie  Burford,  Events  Coorindator,  Moscone  Center,  telephone  conversation, 
March  23,  1992. 

PEDESTRIAN  CONGESTION  AND  SAFETY 
Comment 

"The  'block  by  block'  impact  analysis  of  pedestrian  congestion  is  an  inadequate  methodology, 
because  it  ignores  the  plain  fact  the  worst  congestion  occurs  at  the  comers  of  intersections  where 
pedestrian  queue,  and  within  the  intersection  crosswalks  themselves  because  they  are  'travelable' 


C&R.37 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


of  course  only  half  the  amount  of  time  the  sidewalks  are.  This  should  be  obvious  to  a 
professional  analyst,  and  is  frequently  referenced  in  EIR's,  so  that  its  omission  here  is 
inexplicable. 

"Pedestrian  congestion  conditions  need  to  be  assessed  for  each  comer  in  the  Gardens  area,  and 
each  crosswalk  leading  to  the  Gardens,  for  all  three  levels  of  attendance  as  described  above.  A 
diagram  depicting  the  specific  problem  areas  that  will  be  identified  is  certainly  needed. 

"There  is  no  discussion  at  all  of  pedestrian  safety  issues,  in  generally  or  specifically.  As  noted  by 
many  commenters,  the  DSEIR  de  novo  analysis  ignores  the  fact  [that]  1,700  elderly  and  disabled 
residents  live  in  the  immediate  YBC  area,  and  that  this  population  must  include  many  with 
mobility  impairments  of  every  kind  who  are  particularly  vulnerable  to  pedestrian  congestion.  It 
is  also  a  medical  fact  that  the  elderly  are  far  more  susceptible  to  serious  injuries  due  to  'falls', 
both  because  they  are  more  likely  to  fall  for  many  reasons  (poor  eyesight,  frailty,  slowed 
coordination,  etc.),  and  because  of  osteopathic  impacts  of  aging. 

"The  general  discussion  of  pedestrian  congestion  levels  in  Appendix  C  is  obviously  incomplete 
because  it  includes  no  technical  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  various  levels  on  such  a  vulnerable 
population.  Thus  its  generalization  that  'impeded'  is  an  acceptable  general  design  level  may  be  in 
fact  wrong  for  YBC  taking  into  account  the  resident  population."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

The  analysis  in  the  SEIR  of  pedestrian  flow  conditions  in  the  project  area  used  sidewalks 
as  study  locations  to  be  consistent  with  all  previous  environmental  assessments  of  the  YBC 
development  program  (i.e.,  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement).  The  commenter  is  correct  that  crosswalks  generally  have  higher 
pedestrian  flows  than  sidewalks,  but  because  the  available  width  of  walking  space  on 
sidewalks  is  usually  smaller  (due  to  obstructions,  such  as  poles,  planter  boxes,  and 
newspaper  racks),  the  quality  of  pedestrian  flow  is  not  always  worse  on  crosswalks  than  on 
sidewalks.  The  analysis  of  pedestrian  conditions  in  the  transportation  study  for  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Street  parking  garage,  for  example,  indicated 
that  the  existing  flow  regime  in  the  westside  crosswalk  across  Mission  Street  at  Fourth 
Street  is  impeded,  which  matches  the  impeded  flow  regime  that  currently  exists  on  the 
west  sidewalk  on  Fourth  Street  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets  (see  Table  12  on  SEIR 
p.  108). 
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For  a  discussion  of  worst-case  levels  of  attendance  at  Moscone  Center  and  other  YBC  uses, 
please  see  the  response  to  the  comment  titled  WORST-CASE  ANALYSIS. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  special  needs  of  the  resident  population,  please  see  the  response  to 
the  comment  titled  SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  TRAFFIC  CHARACTERISTICS. 

PUBLIC  TRANSIT 

Conmient 

"Social  characteristics  of  the  project  area  indicate  that  public  transportation  (MUNI  bus  service, 
paratransit  services)  is  an  essential  lifeline  for  a  low-income  population.  In  addition,  the  DSEIR 
does  not  address  disruptions  in  public  transportation  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project 
nor  is  there  mention  of  mitigation  measures  to  address  the  need  for  increased  public 
transportation  due  to  a  projected  increase  in  public  use."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

As  stated  on  SEIR  p.  116,  the  closure  of  travel  lanes,  or  the  blockage  of  lanes  by  queued 
trucks,  could  occur  during  construction  phases  of  the  project,  and  that  MUNI  bus  lines 
would  be  affected  by  these  closures/blockages.  On  SEIR,  pp.  140  and  141,  mitigation 
measures  that  could  be  implemented  by  the  City  are  identified,  including  improvements  to 
transit  services. 

ACCIDENT  ANALYSIS 

Comment 

"When  the  pedestrian  congestion  data  that  will  be  produced  per  above  [PEDESTRIAN 
CONGESTION  AND  SAFETY]  is  matched  by  locality  to  the  traffic  intersections  congestion 
analysis  already  presented  in  the  DSEIR,  this  will  obviously  identify  the  most  dangerous 
locations  for  both  traffic  accidents  and  auto/pedestrian  accidents.  This  is  an  essential  analysis 
omitted  by  the  DSEIR."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 
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Response 

The  incidence  of  traffic  accidents  and  auto/pedestrian  accidents  at  intersections  is  indirectly 
related  to  vehicular  volumes  and  congestion  at  the  intersection  and  to  pedestrian  volumes 
and  congestion  in  the  crosswalks.  The  higher  these  volumes  are,  the  greater  the  potential 
for  conflicts  between  vehicles  and  between  vehicles  and  pedestrians  and,  therefore,  the 
greater  potential  for  accidents.  High  volumes  and  congestion,  however,  do  no  necessarily 
lead  to  the  occurrence  of  accidents  at  intersections.  Other  factors  must  be  considered  when 
judging  the  relative  safety  at  an  intersection  because  they  have  a  causal  effect  on 
intersection  accidents,  including  accidents  within  crosswalks.  Those  factors  are  travel 
speed,  roadway  width  and  traffic  control  devices.  The  level  of  traffic  control  to  assign  the 
right-of-way  to  conflicting  traffic  streams  (either  conflicting  vehicle  streams  or  conflicting 
vehicle  and  pedestrian  streams)  plays  an  important  role  in  the  incidence  of  intersection 
accidents.  For  example,  with  a  high  traffic  volume,  signal  control  of  vehicles  is  safer  than 
stop- sign  control,  and  additional  signal  control  (Walk-Don't  Walk)  of  pedestrians  reduces 
the  occurrence  of  accidents  involving  pedestrians  in  crosswalks.  The  existence  or  absence 
of  traffic  sign  control  (e.g..  No  Turns  on  Red)  at  intersections  also  affects  the  potential  for 
vehicle-pedestrian  accidents  in  crosswalks.  Therefore,  the  simple  numerical  analysis 
requested  by  the  commenter  would  not  permit  conclusive  statements  about  dangerous 
locations  for  accidents  in  the  YBC  area. 

TRAFFIC  CONGESTION 

Comment 

"Page  1 19.. .It  says  by  the  year  2000...  heavy  congestion  on  tiie  [Golden  Gate]  Bridge  would  last 
about  two  hours.  And  I  just  can't  believe  that  people  will  really  be  driving  30  miles  an  hour.  It's 
more  like  10  or  stopped.  The  Bridge  traffic  is  going  to  be  jammed,  I  think. 

"...paragraph  [on  page  120]  says,  travel  speed  of  less  than  30  miles  an  hour  and  heavy  congestion 
on  the  [Bay]  Bridge.  Any  of  us  who  have  been  in  congestion  on  the  Bridges,  you're  not  traveling 
at  30  miles  an  hour,  you're  stopping  and  going  or  you're  traveling,  just  creeping."  (Susan 
Bierman) 
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Response 

The  analysis  of  conditions  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  Bay  Bridge  in  the  Mission  Bav 
EIR  reflected  average  conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak  period,  not  at  the  time  of  an  incident 
(accident,  stalled  vehicle).  The  worst  congestion  associated  with  the  Bay  Bridge  occurs  on 
the  ^proaches  to  the  bridge,  not  on  the  bridge  itself.  The  constraints  on  the  approaches 
serve  to  meter  the  flow  onto  the  bridge. 

AIR  QUALITY 

METHODOLOGY 

Comment 

"Local  Air  Quality  analysis  is  based  on  computer  modeling  rather  than  actual  field  measurements 
of  existing  conditions  in  YBC.  This  is  legally  inadequate.  Local  air  quality  must  be  tested  in  a 
statistically  valid  manner  to  establish  the  'Setting'  for  projections,  and  to  determine  if  the 
computer  projections  of  the  'Setting'  and  'Impacts'  analyses  are  in  fact  accurate.  Mitigation 
measures  must  include  annual  local  air  quality  field  testing  to  make  sure  that  in  the  fiiture  the 
local  impacts  do  not  actually  significantly  exceed  the  projected  levels."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba 
Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

As  called  for  by  the  City  and  as  requested  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District  (B  AAQMD)  staff  for  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Mission  Bay  EIRs,  future  roadside 
conditions  in  the  project  vicinity  were  modeled  using  a  revised  version  of  Modified  Linear 
Rollback  (MLR). 

MLR  is  an  air  quality  mathematical  model  which  assumes  that  "hot  spot"  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  concentrations  are  proportional  to  CO  emissions  from  motor  vehicles.  Carbon 
monoxide  monitoring  was  conducted  at  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  Street  intersection  in  1985 
for  a  program  to  calibrate  San  Francisco's  MLR  model,  which  is  used  to  estimate  CO 
concentrations  at  intersections.  The  modeling  program  monitored  CO  concentrations 
during  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  at  the  same  time  as  traffic  counts  were  taken 
at  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection;  the  times  were  selected  based  on  worst-case  traffic 
conditions.  The  ratio  between  CO  emissions  and  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  passing 
through  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection  was  estimated  for  1985  using  actual  motor 
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vehicle  emission  factors  for  1985.  By  using  the  actual  emission  factors  for  any  year,  CO 
concentrations  can  be  predicted  with  reasonable  accuracy.  MLR  is  based  on  actual 
measurements  of  both  air  quality  and  traffic  flows  at  the  same  intersection,  and  establishes 
a  formula  localized  to  San  Francisco's  relatively  slow  moving  traffic. 

The  Sixth  and  Brannan  intersection  is  the  baseline  intersection  from  which  CO 
concentrations  at  other  intersections  are  scaled.  CO  concentrations  at  other  intersections 
are  forecast  based  on  their  traffic  volumes  and  the  mathematical  relationship  between 
traffic  volumes  and  CO  concentrations  established  at  the  baseline  intersection.  Because  the 
mathematical  relationship  established  through  hot  spot  modeling  is  expected  to  remain 
relatively  constant  over  time,  and  because  the  model  is  updated  to  use  actual  emission 
factors  for  each  year  and  future  emission  rates  are  updated  periodically  by  the  California 
Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  and  the  BAAQMD,  the  1985  hot  spot  modeling  program  is 
still  expected  to  be  a  valid  method  of  projecting  intersection  CO  concentrations  throughout 
San  Francisco  including  the  YBC  area. 

Most  California  jurisdictions  use  the  C  ALINE  4  model,  which  has  been  deemed  to  be 
sufficient  by  both  the  California  ARB  and  the  BAAQMD.  This  model  could  also  be  used 
in  San  Francisco  but  is  somewhat  less  accurate  for  highly  urbanized  areas.  This  model  has 
not  been  calibrated  for  urban  areas  as  has  San  Francisco's  MLR  model. 

The  project's  emissions  inventory,  shown  in  SEIR  Table  15  on  p.  129,  was  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  emissions  factors  and  assumptions  contained  in  the  B  AAQMD's  Guidelines, 
which  were  also  based  on  forecasts  and  assumptions  derived  from  actual  measurements. 

The  mitigation  measure  suggested  by  the  commenter  would  not  serve  to  reduce  any 
identified  air  quality  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  No  project-specific  air  quality 
impacts  resulting  from  the  above  computer-generated  analyses  were  identified  as 
significant  impacts;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  necessary  for  these  less-than- 
significant  impacts. 
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SETSMICITY 

EARTHQUAKES 
Comment 

"The  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  was  60  miles  away  from  the  South  of  Market,  unusually 
deep  --10  miles  -  in  the  earth's  crust,  and  unusually  brief  -15  seconds  ~  in  duration. 

"A  Hayward  Fault  earthquake  is  ready  to  happen  anytime,  perhaps  during  the  1990's.  It  would  be 
two,  or  three,  or  six  times  closer  in  distance,  and  closer  to  the  surface.  Its  shaking  could  last  at 
least  twice  as  long.  As  a  result  of  this  combination  of  factors,  its  South  of  Market  impact  could 
easily  be  10  times  worse. 

"The  South  of  Market  Neighborhood  is  terribly  at  risk  to  future  earthquakes,  perhaps  more  than 
any  other  San  Francisco  neighborhood,  for  three  interrelated  reasons: 

•  "Soil  Conditions 

•  "Unreinforced  Masonry  Buildings  -  Brick  Buildings 

•  "Combustible  Materials  -  'Conflagration'"  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"The  DSEIR  does  not  address  needed  repairs  for  sidewalks  and  streets  damaged  by  the  1989 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  asserting  that  the  South  of  Market  area  is  likely  to  experience 
ground  shaking  much  greater  in  intensity  than  that  experienced  during  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.  As  discussed  on  SEIR  pp.  69  and  70,  earthquakes  of  magnitude  similar 
to  (or  greater  than)  the  1989  earthquake  could  occur  on  the  San  Andreas,  Hayward, 
Calaveras,  or  Greenville  faults.  As  noted  in  the  SEIR,  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  analyzed 
seismic  impacts  for  an  8.4  magnimde  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  fault,  a 
6.9  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  Hayward  fault,  a  7.3  magnitude  earthquake  on  the 
Calaveras  fault,  and  a  7.1  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  San  Gregorio  fault,  and  described 
potential  damage  that  is  generally  greater  than  that  experienced  due  to  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake.  This  information  is  incorporated  by  reference  in  this  SEIR  as  is  the 


C&R.43 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


This  additional  funding  is  critically  needed  for  low-income  housing  development  in  the  Sixth 
Street  Earthquake  Recovery  Redevelopment  Area  nearby,  which  has  already  utilized  $7.5  million 
of  YBC  office/housing  mitigation  fees. 

Also,  the  EIR  omits  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  1988  "policy  commitment"  to  assist  TODCO 
to  develop  at  least  35  units  of  senior  housing  as  replacements  for  the  former  Jessie  Hotel  on 
CB-1.  And  the  YBC  Project's  "Financial  Plan"  still  has  not  been  clarified  and  updated  to  assure 
that  20%  of  all  of  its  tax  increment  funds  have  been  and  will  be  applied  for  affordable  housing  . 
development,  as  required  by  State  Law. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Adopt  the  OAHPP  program  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  for  future 
Verba  Buena  Center  office  projects  (as  was  recently  done  for  the  Rincon  Point/South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Area). 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Adopt  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District  'inclusionary'  housing/in 
lieu  fee  requirements  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  for  future  YBC  market  rate  housing 
developments. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Include  the  1998  Jessie  Hotel  replacement  housing  commitment  as  a 
mandatory  mitigation  measure. 

EIR  Change  Needed:  Include  as  an  Appendix  a  current,  updated  Project  Financial  Plan,  based  on 
the  "Main  Program"  accounting  for  all  YBC  housing  fiinds  by  source  and  application. 
(John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

Response 

As  indicated  on  SEIR  p.  100,  a  total  of  2,500  housing  units  would  be  within  YBC  as  a 
result  of  total  development  under  the  Revised  Main  Program.  This  includes  approximately 
1,520  market  rate  units  and  about  980  subsidized  units,  which  represents  about  40  percent 
of  all  housing  units  within  YBC.  This  percentage  of  subsidized  units  within  YBC  is  not 
considered  to  be  a  significant  impact;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

Although  YBC  is  not  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance,  projects  within  YBC,  except  for 
projects  on  CB-1 ,  contribute  the  same  proportion  of  funds  for  affordable  housing  as 
projects  that  are  subject  to  the  OAHPP  ordinance  under  existing  Redevelopment  Agency 


C&R.46 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


policies.  The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  the  amount  of  money  that  would  be  generated 
for  affordable  housing  development  using  the  OAHPP  formula. 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  used 
approximately  $7,5  million  generated  by  development  within  YBC  for  use  in  the  Sixth 
Street  Earthquake  Recovery  Redevelopment  Area.  Part  of  this  money  has  been  used  to 
develop  35  units  of  senior  housing  that  replaced  the  units  in  the  Jessie  Hotel  on  CB-1. 

The  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  are  not  necessary  since  the 
equivalent  of  OAHPP  is  being  implemented,  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel  units  have  already 
been  replaced,  and  no  significant  impacts  are  identified  in  the  SEIR.  In  addition,  the 
suggested  appendix,  which  may  include  some  information  valuable  to  decision  makers  and 
members  of  the  public,  is  not  information  related  to  physical  environmental  impacts  and, 
thus,  is  not  necessary  in  this  SEIR. 

GENERAL  TRAFHC  MEASURES 

Comment 

"a.     a  study  of  anticipated  traffic  flow  with  controls  for  pedestrian  circulation  and  safety 

"b.    plans  to  accommodate  pedestrians  during  all  aspects  of  the  project  construction  phase 

"c.    designate  an  individual  to  coordinate  all  traffic  concerns  in  order  to  centralize  coordination 
and  analysis  and  serve  as  a  haison  to  the  community 

"d.    examination  of  all  pedestrian  walkways  and  streets  for  structural  integrity  and  safety 

"e.    protocols  established  to  increase  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  San  Francisco 
Police  Department  personnel 

"f.     a  study  should  be  conducted  of  all  earthquake  damaged  streets  and  sidewalks  and  a  plan 
formulated  to  effect  repairs 

"g.    pedestrian  safety  is  imperiled  on  the  west  side  of  4th  Street  south  of 

"h.    Mission  Street  at  the  Mission  Street  Garage  due  to  exit  and  egress  of  vehicles  across 
pedestrian  walkway,  alternate  plans  for  safe  circulation  of  vehicles  is  needed 

"i.     provisions  to  address  disruptions  in  pubhc  transportation  during  the  construction  phase 

"j.     plans  and  protocols  to  increase  public  transportation  in  the  project  area 
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"k.    plans  and  protocols  to  police  MUNI  bus  zones  to  keep  them  free  of  vehicles  which  block 
access 

"1.     increase  pedestrian  crossing  intervals  at  intersections 

"m.    study  location,  size  and  effectiveness  of  traffic  control  signs  posted  at  intersections 

"n.    plans,  protocols  and  funding  for  traffic  control  and  pedestrian  safety  measures  during 
heavily  attended  events."  (Philip  Klasky) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  include  actions  that  are: 
(1)  addressed  by  measures  in  the  SEIR;  (2)  an  on-going  responsibility  of  the  City  or 
another  agency  not  related  to  the  project  being  evaluated;  (3)  being  considered  for 
implementation  by  the  City  as  a  result  of  the  October  1990  Fourth  Street  Pedestrian  Study; 
(4)  a  call  for  further  study,  which  in  itself  would  not  mitigate  adverse  conditions;  (5)  not 
relevant  to  the  EIR  process;  or  (6)  currently  in  place.  Category  (1),  comments  b.,  c,  i„  and 
j.,  are  addressed  on  SEIR  p.  140  by  the  measures  that  require  coordination  with  City 
agencies  during  construction  phases  and  fransportation  brokerage  services,  and  measures  to 
improve  public  fransportation  in  the  City.  Category  (2),  comment  d.,  is  an  on-going 
responsibility  of  the  City,  and  conmient  n.  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Moscone  Center  in 
coordination  with  the  police  department.  Category  (3),  comments  g.  and  1.,  were  evaluated 
as  part  of  the  Fourth  Sfreet  Pedestrian  Study.  Various  improvements  to  pedestrian 
amenities  and  safety  were  recommended  by  this  study,  including  widening  the  west 
sidewalk  from  Market  Sfreet  to  Howard  Sfreet,  eliminating  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking 
Garage  access  driveways  on  Fourth  Sfreet,  and  a  fraffic  signal  at  Fourth  and  Minna  Stteets. 
Implementation  of  these  improvements  generally  will  be  tied  to  the  construction  of  nearby 
projects,  if  approved,  such  as  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  Expansion  and  the 
Pacific  Center  Retail/Office  project  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Fourth  and  Market  Sfreets. 
Category  (4),  comments  a.,  f.,  and  m.,  are  studies,  which  as  stated  above,  would  not 
mitigate  adverse  conditions.  Category  (5),  comment  e.,  is  not  relevant  to  the  EIR  process. 
Category  (6),  comment  k.,  was  recently  enacted  by  the  City  in  an  attempt  to  keep  bus  stops 
free  of  parked  vehicles  to  allow  buses  to  reach  the  curb. 
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PEDESTRIAN  SAFETY 
Comment 

"For  traffic  and  transportation,  an  additional  Mitigation  Measure  needs  to  be  included:  The  City 
could  adopt  legislation  to  establish  a  'senior/disabled  passenger  zone'  subcategory  of  'white  zones' 
for  violation  of  which  fines  and  towaway  requirements  would  be  the  same  as  for  bus  zones.  This 
would  greatly  reduce  the  frequent  problem  of  illegal  parking  in  white  zones  at  senior  residences 
and  other  facilities  which  prevents  paratransit  vans  and  emergency  vehicles  from  being  able  to 
safely  handle  elderly/disabled  passengers."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

"General  mitigation  measure[s]  must  be  added  that: 

"Architectural  design  will  be  adjusted  by  SFRA  to  resolve  identified  hazardous  locations 
with  the  Gardens; 

"The  City  will  adjust  the  sidewalks,  crosswalks,  signalization,  etc.  as  necessary  to  resolve 
the  hazardous  locations  identified  in  the  surrounding  area. 

"SFRA  will  amend  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  require  private  property  owners  to  adjust 
public  circulation  areas  within  their  control  or  impact  (including  their  lessees)  to  resolve 
any  hazardous  identified  locations  (usually  at  building/business  entrances,  driveways, 
etc.)."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"Issues. ..we  feel  need  to  be  addressed.. .traffic,  pedestrian  safety  and  transportation,  including 
studies  and  mitigation  measures  to  improve  pedestrian  safety,  access  to  public  transportation  and 
a  coordinated  process  to  address  these  concerns."  (Jane  Kensler) 

Response 

The  call  for  City  legislation  is  not  a  comment  on  the  EIR;  therefore,  a  response  is  not 
appropriate.  The  second  comment  generally  refers  to  details  of  project  design;  final  design 
of  project  components  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  other 
responsible  agencies  prior  to  i^proval.  For  a  discussion  of  the  City's  recent  Fourth  Street 
Pedestrian  Study  and  the  value  of  studies  as  mitigation  measures,  please  see  the  response 
to  tiie  comment  titied  GENERAL  TRAFFIC  MEASURES. 
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SPECIAL  NEEDS  -  DESIGN  FEATURES 
Comment 

"The  DSEIR  is  lacking  in  an  analysis  of  the  needs  of  persons  with  disabilities.  Special 
considerations  must  be  made  for  persons  with  disabilities  and  it  is  estimated  that  approximately 
25  percent  of  the  residents  of  the  Yerba  Buena  area  are  disabled. 

"The  condition  of  sidewalks  and  other  pedestrian  circulation  routes  and  streets  must  be 
considered.  Curb  cuts,  tree  grates,  standpipes  and  other  obstacles  present  serious  safety  hazards 
for  the  disabled. 

"Adhering  to  basic  standards  required  by  law  is  insufficient  to  adequately  address  safety  and 
access  for  disabled  persons.  Another  major  consideration  is  overall  projects  design. 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     all  curb  cuts,  sidewalks,  pedestrian  circulation  walkways  and  access  routes  should  surpass 
existing  laws  and  standards  to  provide  the  best  possible  design  and  safety  features 

"b.    all  street  comers  should  contain  two  curb  cuts  directly  placed  within  the  crosswalks,  or  one 
wide  cut  bisecting  the  comer 

"c.     all  building  and  garden  entrances  and  project  architectural  foci  should  include  disabled 
access 

"d.     all  design  plans  should  be  reviewed  by  the  DPW  accessibility  task  force,  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Community  Development  and  advocates  for  the  disabled  community."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

"...access  for  persons  with  disabilities,  including  access  and  design  issues."  (Jane  Kensler) 
Response 

It  is  acknowledged  that  persons  with  disabilities  exist  within  the  YBC  area.  Development 
under  the  Revised  Main  Program  is  not  expected  to  result  in  worse  conditions  with  respect 
to  the  mobility  of  persons  within  YBC.  Final  design  of  project  components  will  be 
reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  other  responsible  agencies 
prior  to  approval.  The  review  of  project  components  includes  the  effect  that  final  design 
will  have  on  persons  with  disabilities. 
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INCREASED  TRANSPORTATION 
Comment 

"The  recommended  mitigation  in  the  TODCO  comments  for  'increased  transportation  for  existing 
Adult  Day  Health  Facility'  is  not  necessary;  such  transportation  is  currently  adequate."  (John 
Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measure  identified  in  this  comment  was  not  included  in  the  correspondence 
sent  by  TODCO  during  the  public  comment  period.  No  change  to  the  SEIR  is  warranted. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Conmient 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     a  study  should  be  conducted  to  ascertain  the  incidence  of  respiratory  disease  in  the  resident 
population 

"c.     studies  to  monitor  increases  in  air  pollution  from  vehicle  emissions  as  well  as  pollutants 
from  construction  should  be  conducted  at  regular  intervals  with  contingencies  for  times 
when  acceptable  levels  are  exceeded 

"d.    standards  for  acceptable  levels  of  air  pollution  must  be  higher  than  those  used  for  general 
population  given  the  incidence  of  respiratory  ailment  in  the  resident  population 

"e.    funding  should  be  provided  to  clean  streets,  buildings  and  windows  in  the  area  to  mitigate 
pollutants  generated  during  construction  phases  of  the  project."  (Philip  Klasky) 

"...  air  quality,  including  comparison  studies,  contingencies  for  when  air  quality  standards  are 
exceeded,  considering  and  monitoring  the  incidents  of  respiratory  illness  of  the  specific  segments 
of  the  resident  population,  which  is  great,  given  that  it  is  a  predominantly  senior  and  disabled 
population."  (Jane  Kensler) 
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Response 

The  commenters  have  proposed  several  mitigation  measures  to  be  included  in  the  SEIR. 
Suggested  mitigations  to  study  the  incidence  of  respiratory  disease  in  the  resident 
population  would  not  serve  to  reduce  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
air  quality  standards  employed  in  the  SEIR  have  been  established  by  the  State  of  California 
to  protect  public  health  and  welfare  and  are  not  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  SEIR.  The 
standards  are  conservative  in  that  they  are  set  at  levels  below  which  the  general  popultion 
would  begin  to  experience  adverse  health  effects. 

No  project-specific  air  quality  impacts  attributable  to  automobile  emissions  were  identified 
as  significant  impacts;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  necessary  for  this  less-than- 
significant  impact.  Dust  emissions  from  project  construction  are  identified  as  a  significant 
impact,  and  mitigation  measures  proposed  on  SEIR  p.  141  would  reduce  these  air  quality 
impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  no  additional  mitigation  measures  or 
contingencies,  such  as  monitoring  of  construction  dust  emissions  or  funding  the  cleaning 
of  nearby  streets  and  businesses,  are  warranted  in  the  SEIR.  The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  be  required  to  establish  a  program  to  monitor  implementation  of  this  dust  control 
measure  if  the  measure  is  included  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  approval. 

SEISMICITY 

Comment 

"The  Draft  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  'Subsequent  EIR'  now  under  review  does 
make  a  new  Finding  of  Significant  Environmental  Impact  with  regard  to  seismic  hazards,  which 
therefore  requires  adoption  of  feasible  mitigation  measures,  as  described  below. 

"C.    Comprehensive  community  emergency  preparedness  plans  must  be  completed  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center  and  the  western  South  of  Market. 

"This  requirement  should  be  included  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  in  the  YBC  EIR 
now  under  preparation,  and  included  in  the  revised  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  City 
Master  Plan  now  under  preparation.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  can  ftind  the  modest 
expense  required,  and  should  proceed  to  do  so  in  1992-1993. 

"D.    The  Moscone  Center  Mass  Care  Facility  Plan  must  be  rewritten  to  prepare  for  a  major 
earthquake,  including  coordinated  emergency  use  of  all  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  public 
facilities. 
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"This  requirement  should  be  included  as  a  mandatory  mitigation  measure  in  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Area  EIR  now  under  preparation  and  included  in  the  revised  Community 
Safety  Element  of  the  City  Master  Plan  now  under  preparation.  Every  square  foot  of  every 
public  building  and  park  in  the  Gardens  will  be  needed.  To  avoid  chaos,  a  comprehensive 
advance  plan  must  be  prepared.  Issues  of  emergency  food  supplies,  sanitation,  security, 
medical  staff,  and  electrical  power  need  special  attention."  (John  Elberling,  TODCO) 

"The  DSEIR  is  seriously  lacking  any  discussion  of  hazard  mitigation  measures  in  the  case  of  an 
earthquake  disaster.  The  DSEIR  needs  to  consider  disaster  preparedness  and  response  with 
special  consideration  for  the  most  vulnerable  segments  of  the  area  population. 

"The  following  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  addressed: 

"a.     a  comprehensive  study  and  development  of  disaster  preparedness  and  response  plans 
should  be  conducted  and  would  include: 

"*  a  study  of  the  structural  integrity  of  all  mass  care  and  casualty  care  facilities 

"*  a  study  of  staffing  protocols,  training,  accessibility  and  supplies  for  all  first  aid 
facilities 

"*  the  SFRA  should  direct  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  to  conduct  periodic 
drills  to  test  Yerba  Buena  neighborhood  preparedness  and  response  involving  the 
SFFD,  EMS  and  the  community 

"*  an  analysis  of  accessibility  for  the  disabled  of  all  disaster  rehef  facihties 

"b.    plans  should  be  developed  to  supply  designated  community  disaster  relief  facilities 

"c.    hazard  mitigation  measures  must  consider  the  resident  population,  employees  and  visitors 
to  the  area  at  various  times  of  the  daytime  and  evening."  (Philip  Klasky) 

"...seismicity  and  hazard  mitigation.  Particularly,  the  development  of  a  Neighborhood 
F*reparedness  and  Response  Plan,  analysis  of  the  existing  disaster  relief  facilities,  staff  protocols, 
supplies  and  training."  (Jane  Kensler) 

"The  'rule  of  thumb'  is  that  after  a  major  earthquake  each  neighborhood  will  be  'on  its  own'  for 
three  full  days  ~  no  electric  power,  no  food  deliveries,  at  best  only  emergency  help  for  medical 
injuries  and  police  security,  and  so  on. 

"An  analysis  of  citywide  preparedness  planning  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  Plan.  To  summarize 
critical  factors  for  the  South  of  Market: 
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While  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  is  the  designated  'mass  care  facility'  for  the  central 
city,  it  will  be  totally  inadequate  for  a  large  earthquake  that  may  require  emergency 
housing  for  10,000  evacuees  in  the  Tenderloin  and  South  of  Market. 

The  Hall  of  Justice  will  be  a  major  staging  area  for  post-quake  security  forces. 

Emergency  neighborhood  medical  care  is  totally  unplanned,  and  no  hospital  facilities  are 
nearby. 

The  Salvation  Army  facihties  which  are  concentrated  in  the  South  of  Market  will  be  a 
major  emergency  supplies  resource.  But  the  Red  Cross  has  no  local  community  base  of 
operations  or  plan  as  of  yet. 

The  YBC  conmiunity  is  unusually  well  prepared  due  to  its  large  scale,  professionally- 
staffed  housing  complexes.  The  Yerba  Buena  Consortium  has  an  active  earthquake 
preparedness  planning  program  focused  on  the  special  needs  of  the  elderly  and  disabled." 
(John  Elberling,  TODCO) 


Response 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  currently  updating  the  Community  Safety  Element  of 
the  Master  Plan.  A  draft  for  public  review  is  expected  to  be  presented  to  the  Planning 
Commission  in  early  1993.  Similar  to  the  existing  Community  Safety  Element,  the 
updated  Element  is  a  policy  level  plan  and  not  a  response  plan. 

The  City  does  have  an  Emergency  Operations  Plan,  which  consists  of  a  compilation  of 
individual  plans  of  separate  City  departments.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  is  the 
coordinator  for  the  Emergency  Operations  Plan.  Provisions  related  to  emergency  shelter, 
which  is  included  in  the  Emergency  Operations  Plan,  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Social 
Services  Department. 

As  part  of  a  package  of  resolutions  recommended  by  the  Special  Earthquake  Recovery 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  adopted  on  April  16,  1990,  it  is  a  policy  of  the 
City  to  "encourage"  neighborhood  response  plans  (File  Number  270-90-5.4  and  270-90- 
5.7).  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  has  a  position,  which  is  currently  vacant,  for  a 
neighborhood  liaison.  As  noted  in  the  comment,  YBC  is  an  unusually  well-prepared 
neighborhood  with  respect  to  emergency  services.  A  YBC  Emergency  Response  Plan 
could  be  prepared  as  a  neighborhood  response  plan. 
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The  following  new  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  142  of  the 
SEIR: 

•      In  conformance  with  the  City's  policy  to  encourage  the  preparation  of  neighborhood 
emergency  response  plans,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  and  coordinate 
the  preparation  of  a  comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  for  the  YBC  area.  The 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  could  consist  of  individual  plans  applicable 
to  each  building  or  complex  in  the  project  area,  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  owners  of  each  building  or  complex,  and  a  comprehensive  component,  prepared 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  would  coordinate  the  individual  emergency 
response  plans.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  should  review  the  neighborhood 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  periodically  and  integrate  it  into  emergency 
response  planning  for  San  Francisco.  The  neighborhood  emergency  response  plan 
should  include  the  following  components: 

employee  organization; 

employee  training; 

communications; 

equipment  and  supplies; 

procedures; 

command  post; 

building  survey; 

evacuation; 

medical; 

security;  and 

clean-up. 

ALTERNATIVES 
ALTERNATIVE  B 
Comment 

"...page  144... I  just  don't  think  those  alternatives  are  quite  right.  Somehow  or  other  Mayor  Select 
Committee  has  more  to  do  with  the  Gardens  than  are  given  credit  for  here."  (Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  bullet  regarding  Alternative  B  that  is  part  of  the  second  paragraph  on  SEIR  p.  144  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on 
Yerba  Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central  Block  2 
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(CB-2),  a  convention  center,  a  recreation/entertainment  park  on  CB-2.  and  about 
three  million  square  feet  of  office  space. 

APPENDIX  A;  INITIAL  STUDY 

POLICE  SERVICES 

Conmient 

"For  Community  Services,  a  specific  mitigation  measure  needs  to  be  added  which  will  require 
SFRA  to  extend  the  coverage  of  its  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  security  force  to  include  the  public 
sidewalks  in  the  immediately  surrounding  area.  An  updated  Setting  analysis  is  needed,  which 
would  document  the  extensive  problem  with  'car  boosting'  in  the  YBC  area  which  will  definitely 
impact  fiiture  Gardens  visitors  who  use  street  parking  as  well,  and  may  actually  harm  the 
economic  viability  of  the  entire  Gardens  project  if  not  addressed  in  this  manner.  SFPD  resources 
are  too  limited  for  this  purpose."  (John  Elberling,  Yerba  Buena  Consortium) 

"Some  exhibitors  who  use  the  Moscone  Center  for  conventions  and  events  provide  additional 
funding  for  traffic  control  officers  yet  there  is  no  mention  of  a  specific  policy  relating  to  this 
provision.  In  addition,  there  is  no  provision  for  mitigation  of  impacts  by  other  events  which  are 
not  associated  with  a  corporate  sponsor  or  other  responsible  entity  but  would  impact  heavily  on 
traffic  circulation  and  pedestrian  safety. 

"The  DSEIR  does  not  address  the  need  for  augmenting  existing  security  in  the  area.  The  influx 
of  vehicles  and  visitors  will  result  in  an  increase  in  crime  which  will  interfere  with  the  ability  of 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  to  protect  the  resident  population.  Traffic  congestion  will 
delay  the  response  time  of  emergency  medical  vehicles  and  tax  the  capacity  of  EMS  services  for 
the  resident  population. 

"A  private  security  force  limited  to  the  immediate  environs  of  the  project  and  concentrating  on 
commercial  aspects  of  security  would  not  be  an  adequate  substitute  for  SFPD  personnel. 

"a.     protocols  and  funding  should  be  secured  to  obtain  additional  SFPD  presence  in  the  form  of 
beat  officers  and  other  SFPD  personnel 

"b.    protocols  and  funding  should  be  secured  to  obtain  additional  EMS  capacity  for  the  project 
area."  (Philip  Klasky) 
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...safety  and  security,  including  plans,  funding  and  protocols  to  increase  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  and  Parking  Control  personnel  in  an  already  dangerous  area.  (Jane  Kensler) 

Response 

As  stated  in  Appendix  A  on  SEIR  p.  A-48,  a  mitigation  measure  of  the  project  would  be  to 
provide  an  internal  security  force  at  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  (under  Recreation/Entertainment 
Park).  This  security  force  would  augment  the  patrols  performed  by  the  San  Francisco 
PoHce  Department  in  YBC.  The  setting  with  respect  to  police  services  in  YBC  was 
updated  in  the  Initial  Study  prepared  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32). 
Therefore,  a  separate  section  in  this  SEIR  regarding  police  services  is  not  warranted. 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  there  is  no  specific  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  policy  regarding  the  funding  of  additional  traffic  control  officers  during 
conventions  and  special  events  at  Moscone  Center.  Since  the  Moscone  Center  is  already 
built  and  operating,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  be  able  to  impose 
additional  mitigation  measures  on  the  convention  facility. 

The  Initial  Study  that  was  prepared  for  this  SEIR  concluded  that  previous  environmental 
documentation  adequately  discussed  the  affects  of  development  in  YBC  on  police  services 
(see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32).  The  applicable  mitigation  measures  from  previous 
environmental  documentation  also  are  included  in  the  Initial  Study.  Two  additional 
mitigation  measures  designed  to  alleviate  adverse  impacts  to  police  services  also  have  been 
included  in  the  project  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-48). 
One  of  these  two  mitigation  measures  addresses  the  need  to  provide  secure  parking 
facihties  within  YBC.  Therefore,  no  additional  analysis  or  mitigation  measures  regarding 
police  services  are  warranted  in  this  SEIR. 

Medical  services  also  were  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-35). 
Since  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  potentially  significant  impacts  associated  with 
medical  services,  no  mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

As  stated  in  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32),  the  area  of  the  City  that 
includes  YBC  has  a  higher  average  of  major  offenses  than  the  City  as  a  whole.  The  Police 
Department  recognizes  the  need  for  additional  officers  to  respond  to  increased  frequency  of 
calls  for  service  in  YBC  (see  Appendix  A,  SEIR  p.  A-32).  The  effects  of  development  on 
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the  provision  of  police  services  could  be  mitigated  by  the  measures  included  in  the  Initial 
Study  and  the  previous  environmental  documentation. 

SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Comment 

"The  YBC  population  will  need  increasing  support  services  in  the  form  of  neighborhood  health 
services,  congregate  care  nutrition  programs,  day  health  services,  and  housing  with  on-site 
skilled  nursing  facilities. 

"The  impacts  on  the  neighborhood  are  manifold  since  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  is  located  within  a 
densely  populated  aging  residential  community  without  residential  services,  and  specific 
mitigation  measures  to  provide  support  services  for  this  population  should  be  considered  within 
the  DSEIR." 

"The  DSEIR  needs  to  consider  how  the  project  can  mitigate  impacts  on  the  resident  population 
and  assume  a  civic  responsibility  to  area  low-income  elders  and  disabled  persons. 

"Within  the  plan  for  a  project  designed  to  enhance  the  social,  cultural  and  commercial  climate  of 
San  Francisco  there  must  be  a  component  which  addresses  the  acute  needs  of  the  neighborhood. 

"The  establishment  of  a  Multi-Purpose  Community  Center  for  all  segments  of  the  resident 
population  with  its  location  within  CB-2  could  become  a  focus  of  social  services  and  recreation 
for  the  neighborhood.  Funding  for  the  center  could  be  defined  by  a  formula  based  on  a  per  unit 
per  year  subsidy  for  low-income  residents  in  the  Yerba  Buena  area.  In  addition,  a  dedication  of 
net  income  from  the  CB-1  and  CB-2  commercial  complex  could  fund  the  services  provided  by 
the  multi-purpose  center. 

"The  planning  process  for  services  provided  by  the  Center  would  involve  all  elements  within  the 
Yerba  Buena  community  including  residents,  social  service  agencies,  multi -cultural  conmiunity 
leaders,  merchants  and  representatives  from  the  SFR.A.  The  center  could  be  a  meeting  place  for 
community  events  and  house  a  variety  of  social  services  and  community  events. 
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"a,     a  study  of  existing  social  services  should  be  conducted 

"b.    plans  should  be  formulated  for  the  funding,  development  and  maintenance  of  a  multi- 
purpose community  center 

"c.    plans  should  be  formulated  for  the  dedication  of  funds  from  the  net  income  from  CB-1  and 
CB-2  commercial  development  to  be  used  for  support  services  for  the  low-income  elderly 
and  disabled  resident  population.  These  services  could  include 

*  social  service  information  and  referral 

*  counseling  and  support  services  for  medical  care,  in-home  support  services,  adult  day 
health  services,  services  for  the  disabled,  long-term  care,  housing,  employment, 
transportation  and  recreation 

*  locally  based  skilled  nursing  facility 

*  increased  transportation  for  existing  Adult  Day  Health  Facility 

*  locally  based  medical  response  team  and/or  gerontological  health  facility."  (Philip 
Klasky) 

"It  was  a  political  and  planning  decision  of  the  City  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  put  seven 
low-income  senior  residences  in  the  YBC  Neighborhood.  It  is  now  the  responsibility  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  provide  the  resources  that  they  need  as  a  result. 


"The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Financial  Plan,  upon  which  the  Main  Program  is  based  must  be 
amended  to  include: 

-  $500  per  unit  per  year  to  support  health  and  social  services  for  the  seven  low-income 
senior  housing  complexes  in  YBC  -  a  $674,500  annual  total. 

-  Dedication  of  any  net  income  from  the  CB-2  conmiercial  complex  to  funding  for  its  new 
Senior  Center. 

"EIR  Change  Needed:  The  Community  Services  mitigation  measures  assumed  from  the  1984 
Second  Supplement  are  inadequate,  based  on  completely  out-of-date  data,  and  need  to  be 
augmented  by  the  above  mitigation  measures  in  the  new  YBC  EIR,  which  needs  an  entire 
discussion  added  to  Setting  and  Impacts  for  Community  Services  to  deal  with  the  current 
realities."  (John  Elberling,  SFRG) 

"The  sections  on  social  characteristics  and  demographic  information  found  in  the  1982  Second 
Supplement  are  completely  missing  from  this  subsequent  EIR.  Since  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  is 
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located  within  a  concentrated  population  of  elders  and  disabled  persons,  the  project's  impact  on 
the  residential  population  will  be  dramatic  and  manifold.  We  feel  that  measures  to  mitigate  the 
project's  impact,  as  well  as  plans  to  provide  support  services  for  this  population,  should  be 
considered  within  the  report. 

"...  support  services  for  area  residents  and  development  of  a  multi-purpose  community  center. 
Funding  from  commercial  development  within  the  project  would  support  social  services  for  the 
resident  population  of  low  income  elderly  and  disabled  persons  and  support  the  development  of  a 
multi-purpose  community  center,  which  can  house  social  services,  recreation,  special  events  for 
all  segments  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Neighborhood."  (Jane  Kensler) 

Response 

The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  addressed  the  social  impacts  associated  with 
development  in  YBC  and  included  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  these 
impacts.  The  Initial  Study  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A  of  the  DSEIR)  updated  the 
social  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  aging  of 
the  YBC  population  is  not  considered  to  be  an  impact  of  the  project. 

A  multi-purpose  community  center  on  CB-2  is  a  permitted  land  use  under  the  existing  and 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plans.  The  planning  and  funding  for  a  community  center  within 
YBC  is  a  pohcy  matter  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

With  respect  to  community  services,  the  Initial  Study  for  this  SEIR  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A- 
28  through  A-36)  discussed  the  current  community  services  within  YBC.  The  Initial  Study 
concluded  that  previous  environmental  documentation  adequately  discussed  the  affects  of 
development  in  YBC  on  community  services  and  that  no  additional  discussion  is 
warranted. 
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E.  APPENDICES 


F.  SUMMARY  OF  YBC  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

G.  AREAS  OF  POTENTIAL  SEISMIC  HAZARD 
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APPENDIX  F:  SUMMARY  OF  YBC  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  following  is  a  list  of  the  mitigation  measures  from  each  of  the  previous  environmental 
documents  on  YBC.  For  the  measures  from  the  FEIR.  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  the  status  of  the  mitigation  measure  also  is  included.  After 
certification  of  each  EIR,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  adopted  a  set 
of  findings  with  respect  to  the  significant  impacts  of  the  project,  the  alternatives  that  might  have 
reduced  or  eliminated  the  significant  impacts,  the  changes  or  alterations  that  would  mitigate  the 
significant  impacts,  the  reasons  that  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures  were  deemed  infeasible, 
and  the  overriding  considerations  that  outweigh  the  significant  impacts  and  justify  approval  of 
the  project.  Thus,  these  findings  represent  the  final  action  regarding  the  adoption  of  mitigation 
measures.  Following  the  listing  of  each  mitigation  measure  are  one  of  five  statements:  adopted 
by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  modified  and  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency;  other  agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation;  no  action  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.  These  statements  indicate  the  status  of  the  mitigation  measure. 

In  addition,  a  listing  of  the  new  mitigation  measures  from  the  Initial  Study  are  included.  Where 
the  mitigation  measures  in  the  Initial  Study  have  revised  mitigation  measures  that  were  included 
in  previous  environmental  documentation,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  included  and  the  new 
language  added  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study  is  in  italics.  For  those  mitigation  measures  that  are 
new,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  printed  in  italics.  These  mitigation  measures  are  considered 
part  of  the  project  and  will  be  included  in  the  findings;  therefore,  no  statement  regarding  the 
status  of  the  mitigation  measure  is  warranted. 

To  have  a  complete  listing  of  mitigation  measures  associated  with  development  in  YBC,  the 
mitigation  measures  from  the  DSEIR  and  this  C&R  document  also  have  been  reprinted. 
Following  each  mitigation  measure  is  an  indication  of  the  party  responsible  for  implementation 
of  the  measure.  No  findings  have  been  prepared  regarding  this  project,  so  no  statement  regarding 
the  status  of  the  mitigation  measures  is  warranted. 
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I.  APPLICABLE  FEIR  MEASURES 

A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1%  of  the  construction  costs  of  all 
buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  art  works.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow  toilets,  urinals, 
taps  and  showerheads  to  reduce  total  liquid  wastes  discharged  into  the  sewers.  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  would  conform  to  the  Industrial  Waste 
Ordinance.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse  be  placed  in  metal  dumpster  containers 
to  facilitate  pick-up,  and  would  encourage  rooms  for  the  storage  of  recyclable  wastes  in  all 
buildings.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near  office  building 
entrances  for  use  by  messengers.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

All  construcfion  sites  must  be  fenced  under  the  Federal  Occupational  Health  and  Safety 
Administration  Regulations.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  recommend  security  systems  or  bonded  security  guards  for 
all  office  buildings,  retail-commercial  establishments,  and  housing.  Implementation  would  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  developer.  Street  lighting  should  be  designed  for  pedestrians  as  well  as 
vehicles.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  prepare  lighting  plans.  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  measures  to  increase 
effective  sidewalk  capacity  for  pedestrians: 

Widen  sidewalks  wherever  possible  along  Fourth  and  Third  Sts.  between  Howard  and 
Market  by  requiring  that  buildings  be  set  back  at  least  2  to  3  ft.  from  the  property  line 
fronting  the  sidewalk.  These  setbacks  would  be  most  effective  if  implemented  consistently 
over  the  entire  length  of  a  block.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  authorizes  permits  for  placement  of 
sidewalk  furniture,  to  control  placement  of  width-restricting  sidewalk  furniture  (street 
trees,  benches,  litter  baskets,  etc.).  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  individual  employers  within  YBC  to 
implement  the  following  transit  and  traffic  impact  mitigation  measures: 

Implement  "flex"  time  or  staggered  work  hours.  This  would  spread  the  peak  loading 
period  over  several  hours  and  reduce  projected  peak-hour  and  peak-15-minute  volumes. 

Coordinate  car  pooling  and  van  pooling  among  employees.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  the  George  Moscone  Convention 
Center  management  to  coordinate  a  shuttle  service  with  the  major  hotels  during  conventions. 
(Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  following  driveway  placement  and  design 
standards: 

Place  driveway  openings  at  least  50  ft.  from  crosswalks. 

Make  driveways  a  minimum  of  24  ft.  wide  for  two-way  movements. 

Provide  for  at  least  50  ft.  of  curb  between  adjacent  driveway  locations. 

Keep  the  number  of  driveways  to  a  minimum  with  good  design  practice,  (Modified  and 
Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Parking  Authority 
to  regulate  parking  rates  in  YBC  public  garages  in  order  to  discourage  all-day  parking 


F-3 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


(commuters)  but  allow  short-term  (1  to  4  hours)  visitors  to  park  inexpensively.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  owners  of  private  garages  in  YBC  to 
implement  a  similar  rate  structure.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  are 
responsible  for  regulating  construction  truck  activity  in  San  Francisco.  Haul  routes  may  be 
specified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  as  a  condition  of  construction  permits.  (Other 
Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  YBC  contractors  to  direct 
trucks  to  and  from  the  James  Lick  Freeway  along  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  during  off-peak  traffic 
periods.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  construction  activities  would  be 
achieved  by  using  construction-industry-accepted  methods  such  as  watering  the  site  and  covering 
load  material  in  trucks.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with  respect  to 
other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require 
developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel 
studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for 
design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  (San  Francisco  Redevelpoment  Agency  has 
rejected  the  mitigation  measure;  this  measure  was  updated  in  the  SEIR  Initial  Study  and  is 
included  on  p.  F-20) 

In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  specific  measures  be 
included  in  housing  design  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of  pollutant  exposure  in  all  YBC  housing: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculation-type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced-air  heating  system. 
Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 
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Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least  15  feet. 
Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  ten  feet  above  street  level. 
Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  structures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common  doorway. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  mitigation  of  exterior  air  quality  as  follows: 

No  active  outdoor  areas  such  as  play  areas,  tennis  courts  and  swimming  pools.  (San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  Transportation  mitigation 
measures  in  VII.,  F.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

H.  NOISE 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction  equipment,  other  than 
impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of  acquisition,  emit  no  more  than  80  dB  A 
when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.,  or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at  some  other  convenient 
distance  (a  noise  level  from  a  single  noise  source  drops  by  6  dBA  with  every  doubling  of 
distance).  Impact  tools  and  equipment  must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by 
the  manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best  providing  maximum 
noise  attenuation.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  a  special  permit  for  construction 
between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  post-construction  site 
planning  noise  mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Orienting  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony  areas  screened 
from  the  noise  by  the  building.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 

Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources.  (Adopted  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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I.  RESOURCE  USE:  ENERGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for  development 
of  all  new  buildings.  Because  several  major  structures  would  be  designed  and  built  in  the  same 
area  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional  opportunity  exists  to  incorporate  a  total  energy 
system  into  the  design  (see  Section  VII.  I.,  YBC  FEIR.  pp.  498-499).  (Modified  and  Adopted 
by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  use  of  low-flow  toilets,  urinals,  taps,  and 
showerheads  to  reduce  water  consumption.  Convention  Center  engineers  have  incorporated  this 
measure  into  the  convention  center  design.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  use  a  water-efficient  form  of  irrigation,  such  as  drip 
irrigation,  and  drought-resistant  landscape  materials  in  the  open  space  areas  to  reduce  irrigation. 
Convention  Center  engineers  have  incorporated  this  measure  into  the  convention  center  design. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

J.  GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 

Buildings  would  be  designed  in  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Article  23, 
Sections  2314A  to  K  to  withstand  damage  resulting  from  the  ground  motions  which  might  occur 
during  the  maximum  probable  earthquake.  For  buildings  which  are  six  stories  and  higher,  the 
anticipated  interaction  between  the  site  and  the  structural  frame  during  a  major  earthquake  must 
be  considered  in  the  design.  The  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requires  that 
building  designs  meet  these  criteria.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

To  insure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed  soils  engineer 
would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare  recommendations  based  on  current  soils 
engineering  practice  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan.  All  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  soils  engineer's 
recommendations.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Periodic  checks  of  structures  in  and  adjacent  to  the  site  could  be  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  to  determine  if  settlement  were  occurring  in  areas  subject  to 
potential  subsidence  and  to  differential  settlement  Building  inspection  is  conducted  ordinarily 
only  after  a  complaint  has  been  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.  (Other  agencies 
are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

All  buildings  would  be  designed  and  positioned  in  conformity  with  the  policies  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  Safety  Plan.  High-rise  buildings  would  be  designed  or  positioned  to 
minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and  glass  onto  sidewalks,  streets  or  other  areas  where  people  are 
likely  to  gather.  New  office  towers  would  be  set  back  from  the  street  above  the  second  story  of 
the  structure  (YBC  FEIR.  p.  501).  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 

Erodible,  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  exposed  during  construction  would  be  protected 
from  wind  erosion.  Clays  and  silt  might  be  a  source  of  dust  in  the  area.  The  ground  surface 
could  be  wetted  down  daily  with  reclaimed  water.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.) 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

If  in  the  judgment  of  the  City  Engineer  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs  during  the  construction, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  the  developer  initiate  groundwater  recharge  to  halt 
the  settlement.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopent  Agency.) 

Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  filtered,  if  this  is  found  necessary,  to  prevent 
sediment  from  entering  the  sewer  system.  (Other  agencies  are  responsible  for  implemenation) 

L.  ECOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  use  vegetation  native  to  Northern 
California  for  landscaping,  to  the  extent  feasible.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 
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II.  APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 
A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  urban  design 
consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of  building  design  and  layout  on  the  visual 
context  of  existing  buildings  of  identified  architectural  or  historic  merit  on  CB-1  (Assessor's 
Block  3706),  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  consulting  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
and  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  regarding  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  relating 
to  Historic  Buildings.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

C.  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  sales  agreements  of  all  market-rate 
housing  units  proposed  for  YBC  to  specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree  not  to  participate  in 
time-share  ownership  of  the  unit,  as  well  as  agree  to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after 
purchase.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Before  requesting  that  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  on  CB-1,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
requiring  the  developer  to  hire  a  qualified  plumber  to  determine  whether  any  existing  buildings 
are  connected  to  the  sewer  under  Jessie  St.  Should  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  and  the  sewer 
abandoned,  any  buildings  that  are  currentiy  connected  would  be  reconnected  to  the  mains  in 
Fourth  St.  or  Mission  St.  at  the  expense  of  the  developer  or  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  currentiy  (1982)  preparing  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  to 
address  vehicular  traffic  circulation  and  automobile  parking.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with,  or  would  require  the  project  developers  to 
consult  with,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  in 
designing  the  pedestrian  access,  vehicular  access  (including  taxi  and  tour  and  charter-bus  loading 
areas),  and  off-street  loading  facilities.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

III.  APPLICABLE  SECOND  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 
A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  construct  temporary  wooden 
barricades  around  the  perimeter  of  construction  sites  (where  they  border  pedestrian  routes)  in 
order  to  screen  pedestrians  from  construction  activities  wherever  possible.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developers  to  endeavor  to  make  small-scale 
retail  uses  (not  to  exceed  2,000  square  feet  per  establishment)  conveniently  available  to  meet  the 
shopping,  service  and  eating  needs  of  downtown  workers  and  residents.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  encourage  developers  to  price  these  small  retail  spaces  to  be  affordable  to  local 
San  Francisco  businesses.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring 
the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  design  both  housing  and  open  space  to  eliminate  any  apparent 
territorial  claim  or  "privateness"  the  housing  may  exert  on  the  public  open  space  on  CB-2.  (No 
housing  proposed  on  CB-2,  so  No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk  lighting  so  as  not  to  interfere 
with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to  avoid  creating  reflective  glare  on  adjacent  buildings. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  of  YBC  to  provide  litter 
pick-up  for  areas  included  in  their  respective  land  disposition  and  development  agreements  to 
maintain  an  attractive  appearance  within  YBC.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  incorporating  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible 
visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth,  Market 
and  Third  Sts.  These  measures  could  include  the  provision  of  pedestrian-level  windows  and 
gateways  that  allow  the  passer-by  to  view  activities  in  the  interior  of  the  block,  and  the  use  of 
building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and  texture  to  break  up  the  line  of  continuous  building 
surfaces.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  all 
buildings  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  proposed  and  existing  residential  buildings  located 
both  inside  and  immediately  outside  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  nonresidential  buildings  in 
areas  where  it  is  determined  during  the  course  of  design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on  nearby 
structures  or  open  areas  would  occur.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  new  housing  on  SB -2  be  constructed 
so  as  to  preserve  views  from  the  existing  TODCO  /  Los  Caballeros  Dimasalang  House  toward 
CB-3  and  the  San  Francisco  skyline  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  (No  Action  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  space  for  resident- 
serving  retail-commercial  uses  near  all  housing  sites  in  YBC.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
proposed  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  for  this  use  on  SB -2.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

Sites  recommended  by  community  groups  (South  of  Market  Coalition,  March  1981,  The  Verba 
Buena  Center  Neighborhood  Plan)  for  development  of  resident-serving  retail  uses  include  the 
southwestern  comer  of  SB-2  for  a  supermarket  and  parking  and  the  southeastern  comer  of  WB-3. 
The  southwestem  comer  of  SB-2  would  be  Retail  and  Parking  with  the  Main  Program  (see 
Figure  8,  p.  38).  The  southeastem  corner  of  WB-3  is  occupied  by  the  Union  Gas  Station,  which 
is  proposed  to  remain  under  the  Main  Program.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
employers  set  up  an  equitable  program  to  generally  give  preference  in  permanent  hiring  to  South 
of  Market  residents  first,  San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This 
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program  would  be  implemented  to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or 
other  legal  requirements,  such  as  Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union 
contracts.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  set  up  an  equitable  program 
to  generally  give  preference  in  leasing  concession  space  to  South  of  Market  residents  first,  San 
Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This  program  would  be  implemented 
to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or  other  legal  requirements,  such  as 
Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union  contracts.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  provide 
and  subsidize  low-income  housing  in  or  outside  of  YBC,  either  through  new  construction  or 
rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant  units.  This  measure  would  be  intended  to  mitigate  potential 
indirect  displacement  (due  to  rising  land  values  and  rents)  of  low-income  persons  in  the  vicinity 
of  YBC.  Implementation  of  this  measure  could  result  in  a  decrease  in  public  amenities  and 
benefits  now  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  within  YBC  and  thus  may  not  conform  to  the 
objectives  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Project  as  described  in  the  RFQ.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
businesses  consult  with  the  Commission  on  Aging  with  the  object  of  participating  in  the 
Commission's  "Gold  Card"  Program  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  Holders  of  a  "Gold 
Card"  Gow-income  elderly  meeting  Commission  on  Aging  Program  requirements)  would  be 
entitled  to  discounts  from  participating  businesses.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  issuing  tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bonds  to 
finance  rental  housing  development  in  YBC.  If  this  type  of  financing  were  successful,  under 
Federal  law  (Mortgage  Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981)  20%  of  the  rental  units  would 
have  to  be  made  available  to  households  which  have  incomes  within  the  eligibility  limits  of  the 
Federal  Section  8'  Program.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

The  SPUR  study  (June,  1981)/?/  recommends  the  following  measures  to  preserve  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  in  South  of  Market.  A  public  non-profit  corporation  should  buy  out 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  incorporating  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible 
visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth,  Market 
and  Third  Sts.  These  measures  could  include  the  provision  of  pedestrian-level  windows  and 
gateways  that  allow  the  passer-by  to  view  activities  in  the  interior  of  the  block,  and  the  use  of 
building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and  texture  to  break  up  the  line  of  continuous  building 
surfaces.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  all 
buildings  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  proposed  and  existing  residential  buildings  located 
both  inside  and  immediately  outside  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  nonresidential  buildings  in 
areas  where  it  is  determined  during  the  course  of  design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on  nearby 
structures  or  open  areas  would  occur.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  new  housing  on  SB-2  be  constructed 
so  as  to  preserve  views  from  the  existing  TODCO  /  Los  Caballeros  Dimasalang  House  toward 
CB-3  and  the  San  Francisco  skyline  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  (No  Action  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  space  for  resident- 
serving  retail-commercial  uses  near  all  housing  sites  in  YBC.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
proposed  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  for  this  use  on  SB-2.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

Sites  recommended  by  community  groups  (South  of  Market  Coalition,  March  1981,  The  Verba 
Buena  Center  Neighborhood  Plan)  for  development  of  resident-serving  retail  uses  include  the 
southwestern  comer  of  SB-2  for  a  supermarket  and  parking  and  the  southeastern  comer  of  WB-3. 
The  southwestem  comer  of  SB-2  would  be  Retail  and  Parking  with  the  Main  Program  (see 
Figure  8,  p.  38).  The  southeastern  corner  of  WB-3  is  occupied  by  the  Union  Gas  Station,  which 
is  proposed  to  remain  under  the  Main  Program.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
employers  set  up  an  equitable  program  to  generally  give  preference  in  permanent  hiring  to  South 
of  Market  residents  first,  San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  ^plicants  third.  This 
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program  would  be  implemented  to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or 
other  legal  requirements,  such  as  Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union 
contracts.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  set  up  an  equitable  program 
to  generally  give  preference  in  leasing  concession  space  to  South  of  Market  residents  first,  San 
Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This  program  would  be  implemented 
to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or  other  legal  requirements,  such  as 
Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union  contracts.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  provide 
and  subsidize  low-income  housing  in  or  outside  of  YBC,  either  through  new  construcfion  or 
rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant  units.  This  measure  would  be  intended  to  mitigate  potential 
indirect  displacement  (due  to  rising  land  values  and  rents)  of  low-income  persons  in  the  vicinity 
of  YBC.  Implementation  of  this  measure  could  result  in  a  decrease  in  public  amenities  and 
benefits  now  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  within  YBC  and  thus  may  not  conform  to  the 
objectives  for  tiie  Yerba  Buena  Center  Project  as  described  in  the  RFQ.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease  agreements,  that  YBC 
businesses  consult  with  the  Commission  on  Aging  with  the  object  of  participating  in  the 
Commission's  "Gold  Card"  Program  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.  Holders  of  a  "Gold 
Card"  (low-income  elderly  meeting  Commission  on  Aging  Program  requirements)  would  be 
entitied  to  discounts  from  participating  businesses.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  issuing  tax-exempt  mortgage  revenue  bonds  to 
finance  rental  housing  development  in  YBC.  If  this  type  of  financing  were  successful,  under 
Federal  law  (Mortgage  Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981)  20%  of  die  rental  units  would 
have  to  be  made  available  to  households  which  have  incomes  within  the  eligibility  limits  of  the 
Federal  Section  8'  Program.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

The  SPUR  study  (June,  1981)77/  recommends  the  following  measures  to  preserve  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  in  South  of  Market.  A  public  non-profit  corporation  should  buy  out 
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residential  hotels  along  Sixth  St.,  rehabilitate  them,  and  permanently  dedicate  them  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing.  In  order  to  minimize  per-unit  costs  of  housing  development,  the  City 
should  encourage  the  construction  of  relatively  high  densities  and  small  units.  The  existing 
requirement  for  the  inclusion  of  10%  low-  and  moderate-income  units  in  all  developments " 
containing  over  50  units  should  be  applied  to  the  South  of  Market  area.  Public  land  in  South  of 
Market  should  be  made  available  to  housing  developers  at  below  market  rates  in  exchange  for 
development  of  additional  low-  and  moderate-income  units  on  the  sites.  Existing  fire  zone 
regulations  should  be  reviewed,  and  any  found  to  be  not  absolutely  necessary  should  be  modified 
to  reduce  construction  costs.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

Consideration  could  be  given  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  expanding  the 
availability  of  City  General  Fund  grants  under  their  control  for  use  by  public  and  private  agencies 
giving  aid  to  South  of  Market  indigents.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

Rezoning  the  area  west  of  YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R  (Downtown 
Retail),  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Downtown  Support)  and  M-1  (Light 
Industrial)  to  an  R  (Residential)  district  would  preserve  housing  in  the  area.  Amending  the  City 
Zoning  Map  would  require  action  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  to  approve  and  recommend 
the  amendment  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  to  adopt  all  or  part 
of  the  recommended  change.  Although  this  measure  could  preserve  housing  west  of  YBC,  it 
may  not  be  able  to  preserve  low-income  housing.  In  addition,  the  rezoning  could  make  the  area 
more  attractive  for  residential  speculation  than  it  would  be  under  existing  zoning  by  reducing  the 
number  and  amount  of  permitted  "incompatible"  uses.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer  to 
provide  a  special  police  patrol  of  those  areas  adjacent  to  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly. 
This  patrol  could  be  funded  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low  Income  Housing  Fund. 
The  need  for  this  patrol  could  be  reviewed  annually  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer.  (No 
Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  Central  Blocks  to 
provide  a  central  security  office  with  responsibilities  to  coordinate  and  provide  for 
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communication  among  the  various  security  services  in  YBC.  The  cost  of  this  office  should  be 
shared  by  all  YBC  tenants.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  coordinate  construction  activities  in 
YBC  with  construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  which  are  under 
construction,  are  planned  for  construction  or  later  become  known,  in  order  to  minimize 
cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  or  street  excavation.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Construction  contractors  and  utility  companies  would  coordinate  work  schedules  requiring 
trenching  through  the  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other  Projects 
(CULCOP)  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours. 
(Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  providing  off-street  parking  for  construction 
workers  on  the  development  site,  or  at  an  off-site  location  within  the  project  area,  and  consider 
requiring  developers  to  provide  Muni  passes  to  construction  workers  to  minimize  temporary 
parking  demand.  Providing  Muni  Fast  Passes  would  add  passengers  to  a  system  currentiy 
operating  at  or  near  capacity  during  the  rush  hours.  (No  Action  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to  coordinate  construction 
schedules  to  minimize  disruption  to  the  sidewalk  system  that  would  occur  from  simultaneous 
construction  activity  on  both  sides  of  a  street  and  concurrent  sidewalk  closures  or  detours;  the 
amount  of  pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  attendance  at  the  Convention  Center  should  be 
considered  in  the  design  of  the  walkways.  Construction  walkways  would  be  maintained  by 
contractors  to  provide  adequate  pedestrian  safety.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency) 

Calculations  for  pedestrian  impacts  in  this  Supplement  include  the  assumption  of  at-grade  mid- 
block  crossings  of  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  connecting  the  mid-block  pedestrian  plazas 
proposed  for  CB-1  and  CB-2  with  the  convention  center  on  CB-3.  The  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  would  be  responsible  for  implementing  these  crossings.  If  they 
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were  not  implemented,  projected  conditions  on  Third  and  Fourth  St  sidewalks  would  be  worse 
than  shown  in  the  impact  analysis,  pp.  152-155  [of  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement].  The 
Department  of  Public  Works  is  on  record  as  opposing  mid-block  crossings  in  YBC  for  safety 
reasons  (Jeffrey  Lee,  Director  of  Public  Works  and  the  Clean  Water  Program,  letters  dated 
August  14, 1980,  May  12, 1981,  and  March  5, 1982,  all  on  file  with  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  Room  315, 45  Hyde  St.).  The  Department  of  Pubhc  Works  recommends  instead  the  use 
of  mid-block  pedestrian  bridges  over  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.  If  "at  grade"  pedestrian  crossings 
are  developed  on  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  (between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.)  appropriate  traffic 
control  devices  would  be  installed  to  reduce  the  potential  for  accidents  involving  pedestrians  and 
delays  associated  with  pedestrian- vehicle  conflicts.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
requiring  that  the  developer  provide  pedestrian  bridges,  which  would  reduce  these  hazards. 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  design  their  projects  to 
facilitate  access  by  the  elderly  and  handicapped  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
Sections  33.01  and  17.11,  and  with  Title  24,  Section  2  of  the  California  Administrative  Code, 
where  otherwise  not  required  and  wherever  feasible.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Traffic  Division  of  the  Bureau  of 
Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  redesign  the  Mission/Fourth  intersection  to 
reduce  potential  pedestrian  hazards  associated  with  left-turning  traffic  into  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
garage  entrance  if  the  DPW  deems  such  redesign  necessary.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  adequate,  secure 
and  safe  bicycle  parking  to  serve  YBC  residents  and  employees.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  limiting  or  excluding  access  from  off-street  parking 
facilities  onto  Mission  and  Market  Sts.  and  requiring  provision  of  access  to  Third  and  Fourth  Sts. 
from  new  facilities,  instead.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the 
mitigation  measure.) 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requesting  the  Parking  Authority  to  set  aside  a 
reasonable  amount  of  parking  spaces  for  social  service  and  medical  providers.  (No  Action  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  off-street  loading  spaces  be  provided 
to  meet  actual  demand,  calculated  according  to  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
1980,  Center  City  Circulation  Program:  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement,  working 
papers  1 ,  2,  and  3  and  Final  Report.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer's  Office  to  make  convention  center  loading  docks,  driveways  or  other 
loading  facilities  available  to  uses  on  the  convention  center  roof.  (San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  retaining  or  requiring  developers  to  retain  a 
transportation  broker  within  YBC.  The  broker  would  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site 
sale  of  BART,  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  passes,  and  would  coordinate  YBC  employee  car 
pool  and  van  pool  systems  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by  providing  a 
central  clearinghouse  for  car  pool  and  van  pool  information.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet  the  peak  demand 
generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the  downtown  area,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to  contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and 
augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the 
project,  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent 
equitable  funding  mechanism  developed  and  implemented  by  the  City.  (Adopted  by 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Transit  agencies  could  provide  additional  transit  vehicles,  change  headways,  and  possibly,  shift 
routes  on  non-rail  systems  to  alleviate  the  overload  that  would  occur  on  the  Muni,  BART,  A-C 
Transit,  and  the  SamTrans  mainline  (Highway  101  Route)  due  to  cumulative  development. 
Implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure  would  depend  primarily  on  the  availability  of  funds  • 
and  on  actions  initiated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  and  the 
respective  transit  agencies  and  districts.  (Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for  implementation.) 
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G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

Shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  would  be  performed  by  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  during  the  building  design  process.  Necessary  modifications,  as  determined  through 
Redevelopment  Agency  review,  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  wind  turbulence,  and  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever 
possible.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement  (LDA)  provide  a  process  by  which  wind  and  shadow  studies  for  the 
"Gardens"  portion  on  the  project  would  be  done  and  made  available  to  the  public.  (Modified 
and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  developers  to  encourage  them  to 
partially  reimburse  the  costs  of  cleaning  nearby  facades  where  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  dust 
accumulation  has  clearly  been  the  result  of  the  developer's  construction  activities.  (San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation  measure.) 

H.  NOISE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  notify  the  management  of 
housing  complexes  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  construction  sites  when  a  DPW  permit 
for  nighttime  construction  has  been  requested  for  those  construction  sites.  (Adopted  by  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  residential  and  hotel  uses 
incorporate  necessary  noise  insulation  features  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
California  Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  [now  in  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations). 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Residential,  cultural,  office  and  retail/commercial  uses  in  areas  exceeding  maximum 
"satisfactory"  noise  level  guidelines  specified  by  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  August 
1974)  would  receive  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  and  have  needed  noise 
insulation  features  included  in  their  design.  These  features  may  include  sound-rated  glass 
windows,  air-conditioning,  and  tight  building  construction.  All  exterior  traffic  noise  levels  in 
/ 
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YBC  can  be  reduced  to  acceptable  interior  noise  levels  (about  45  dB  A  Ldn  or  CNEL)  through 
appropriate  building  design.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  mitigation  measures  in  addition  to  those  required  under 
State  Noise  Insulation  Standards  and  City  Noise/Land  Use  compatibility  guidelines  would  be 
necessary  to  reduce  the  effects  of  peak  noises  from  activities  on  CB-2.  It  is  likely  that  noise- 
insulating  materials  capable  of  a  40-45  dBA  reduction  of  exterior  noise  would  be  needed. 
Masonry  construction  and  installation  of  sound-rated,  double-pane  glazed  glass  in  gasketed 
windows  can  reduce  outside  noise  by  up  to  60  dBA.  (Charles  M.  Salter,  PE,  consultant  in 
acoustics  for  Olympia  &  York,  personal  interview,  December  3, 1981.)  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  ensure  that  the  developer  incorporates  appropriate  noise  insulation  in  CB-2 
housing  to  reduce  exterior  noise  levels  by  up  to  40-45  dBA.  (No  housing  proposed  on  CB-2,  so 
No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be  provided  on  CB-2,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  perform  an  acoustical 
analysis  to  develop  a  design  and  placement  which  would  have  minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on 
Woolf  House  residents  and  residents  of  all  other  housing  proposed  for  or  existing  in  YBC. 
Necessary  amphitheatre  or  outdoor  performance  area  design  modifications  would  be 
implemented  to  minimize  effects  of  amphfied  sound  on  Woolf  House  and  other  residents. 
(Modifled  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  not  to  permit 
outdoor  amplified  performances  on  CB-3.  (Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  schedule 
the  noisiest  outdoor  events  (amplified  performances)  on  CB-2  to  avoid  normal  sleeping  hours, 
(Modified  and  Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  ENERGY 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  developing  design  criteria  for  all  new 
buildings  to  preclude  development  from  significantly  shading  other  YBC  building  sites  or  sites 
outside  the  redevelopment  area  (shading  would  reduce  the  availability  of  sunlight  for  use  as  solar 
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energy).  The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  proposal  to  ensure  that  it  would 
conform  to  these  criteria.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each  development  to 
minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable  energy  and  to 
encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  to 
ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all  criteria.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
reviewing  each  building  design  to  maximize  the  potential  for  incorporating  solar  energy  for  space 
and  water  heating  in  development  in  YBC,  where  feasible.  See  Appendix  F,  p.  265  for  a  sample 
list  of  such  criteria.  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  rejected  the  mitigation 
measure.) 

I.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  recycle  the  water  used  in  all  decorative 
fountains.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

J.  GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  each  developer  of  a  high-rise  structure  to 
prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Emergency  Services.  This  would  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning 
activities  and  the  developer's  plans  as  well  as  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.  The  developer's  plans  would  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Services  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  permits.  The 
appropriate  plan  would  be  prominently  posted  in  each  high-rise  building  to  be  constructed. 
(Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  Other  Agencies  are  responsible  for 
implementation.) 

M.  ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  fflSTORIC  ASPECTS 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
concerning  Historic  buildings  in  YBC,  signed  June  3, 1982.  This  agreement  contains  the 
following  conditions: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  a  "design  review  area"  on  the  portion  of  YBC 
bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and  Fourth  Sts.  The  design  of  any  project  proposed  for 
this  area  would  be  reviewed  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for  compatibility  with  adjacent  historic  structures  based 
on  scale,  bulk,  use  of  material,  texture,  and  rhythm.  A  second  "design  review  area"  would 
be  designated  for  the  northerly  150  ft.  of  the  block  between  Mission,  Third,  Howard,  and 
Fourth  Sts.,  within  which  the  design  of  proposed  structures  would  be  reviewed  for 
compatibility  of  facade  design  with  adjacent  historic  structiu-es. 

Rehabilitation  of  buildings  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  would  be 
carried  out  according  to  the  reconmiended  treatment  in  "The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  of  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings." 

Prior  to  demolition  or  alteration  of  properties  within  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  the  history  and  present  appearance  of  these  buildings  will  be  permanently 
recorded  as  determined  by  the  National  Architectural  and  Engineering  Record  (NAER). 
All  documentation  would  be  accepted  by  NAER,  and  the  Advisory  Council  notified  of  its 
acceptance,  before  any  demolition  or  alterations  of  the  historic  buildings  could  begin. 
Copies  of  this  documentation  would  be  provided  to  the  SHPO. 

If  any  of  the  above  terms  of  the  MOA  cannot  be  carried  out,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  not  take  any  action  that  would  adversely  impact  any  properties  in  YBC  on  or 
ehgible  for  the  National  Register.  (Adopted  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg.  as  part  of  the 
Aronson  Historic  District.  (No  Action  by  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency) 

IV.  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  INITIAL  STUDY  MEASURES 

Where  mitigation  measures  hsted  here  have  revised  mitigation  measures  that  were  included  in 
previous  environmental  documentation,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  included  and  the  new 
language  added  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study  is  in  italics.  For  those  mitigation  measures  that  are 
new,  the  entire  mitigation  measure  is  printed  in  italics.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  intends  to 
implement  these  measures  as  part  of  overall  project  approval. 

A.  LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with  respect  to 
other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require 
developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microchmate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel 
studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for 
design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  Pedestrian  comfort  standard  from  the 
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Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  of  7  mph  for  seating  areas  and  11  mphfor  other  pedestrian 
zones  (open  space  areas,  pedestrian  concourses,  sidewalks,  etc.)  as  applicable,  would  be 
adopted.  Projects  within  YBC  would  be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate 
exceedances  through  building  design. 

Shadow  analyses  would  be  perfonned  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary  modifications  in 
building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be  implemented  to  reduce  shading  effects 
on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible.  The  shadow  reduction  and  open  space  sunlight 
access  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted 
and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  into  the  sewers  must  conform  to  the 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance.  The  quality  of  the  water  would  be  determined  and  the  cost  of 
treating  the  wastewater  (based  on  the  water  quality)  would  be  negotiated  by  the  Bureau  of 
Sanitary  Engineering  and  the  contractor.  The  cost  would  be  borne  by  the  confractor.  Dewatering 
for  construction  of  individual  buildings  under  the  Main  Program  could  be  begun  during  the  dry 
season  to  reduce  shock  loads  during  rain  storms;  if  delaying  the  schedule  were  not  economical, 
dewatering  during  and  immediately  after  storms  could  be  avoided. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  provision  of  storage  space  for  recyclables  in 
buildings  to  be  constructed,  and  encourage  the  implementation  of  recycling  programs  in  YBC 
offices  and  residences. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public  areas  that  are 
open  and  free  of  obstructions  that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing  patrol  units. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  and  secure  (either  fenced,  attended  and/or 
patrolled  by  private  security)  parking  facilities  to  minimize  the  opportunity  for  criminal  activity. 

H.  NOISE 

As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  an 
analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the  project  sponsor  and 
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recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  building.  For 
example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed  windows  and  climate  control. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  predrill  holes  (if  feasible  based  on 
soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize  noise  and  vibration  from  piledriving. 
The  actual  pounding  from  piledriving  would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  determine  the  time 
when  piledriving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.  The  project  sponsor 
would  require  that  the  construction  contractor  limit  piledriving  activity  to  result  in  least 
disturbance.  This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works  pursuant  to 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908,  if  piledriving  during  daytime  hours  is  determined 
to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring  uses. 

J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

If  the  project  were  to  include  dewatering,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained 
in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 
Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment 
entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  general  contractors  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction  period  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the  Industrial 
Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

M.  ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

Given  the  strong  possibility  of  encountering  the  remains  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  within 
the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The  Environmental 
Review  Officer  (ERO)  in  consultation  with  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (LPAB)  and  the  archaeologist  would  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct 
all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural 
and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 
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A  pre-excavation  testing  program  would  be  carried  out.  The  program  would  be  supervised  by  an 
archaeologist  using  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings,  or  other  testing  methods 
determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate.  The  archaeologist  would  supervise  the 
testing  at  the  site  to  determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and  historical  remains.  At  the 
completion  of  the  archaeological  testing  program,  the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written 
report  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  describes  the 
findings,  assesses  their  significance  and  proposes  appropriate  recommendations  for  any 
additional  procedures  necessary  for  the  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
determined  to  be  significant. 

Following  the  pre-excavation  testing  program,  an  archaeologist  would  supervise  a  program  of 
on-site  monitoring  during  site  excavation.  The  archaeologist  would  record  observations  in  a 
permanent  log.  Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  following  commencement  of 
excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would  assess  the  significant  of  the  find,  and  immediately 
report  to  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB.  Upon  receiving  the  advice  of  the  consultants 
and  the  LPAB,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary.  The 
monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  any  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written 
report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor. 

Excavation  or  construction  activities  which  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources  would 
be  suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction  to  permit 
inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

If  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  are  discovered,  an  appropriate  security  program 
would  be  implemented  to  prevent  looting  or  destruction.  Any  discovered  cultural  artifact 
assessed  as  significant  by  the  Archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the  ERO  and  the  President  of 
the  LPAB,  would  be  placed  in  an  appropriate  repository  designated  for  such  materials. 

Copies  of  the  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  sent  first 
and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  of  review.  Following  approval  of  the  reports  by  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  LPAB,  a  report  is  to  be  sent  to  the  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Office  at 
Sonoma  State  University.  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  shall  receive  three  final  copies  of 
the  final  archaeological  findings  report. 
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V.  DRAFT  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  MEASURES 
F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  City 
approval)  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  accommodate  bus  stop  shelters  and  to  minimize 
interference  with  pedestrian  traffic.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  incorporate  City  Planning  Code-required 
(Section  163)  transportation  brokerage  services  into  building  management  for  office  buildings 
exceeding  100,000  square  feet  to  minimize  transportation  impacts  of  added  office  development  in 
the  downtown.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to  establish,  in  accordance  with  the  City 
Planning  Code  (Section  155(g)),  parking  rate  structures  to  encourage  short-term  use  and 
discourage  long-term  parking.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Individual  developers  within  YBC  would  be  directed  to,  in  consultation  with  the  Municipal 
Railway,  install  eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts  for  MUNI  trolley 
wires  on  the  proposed  buildings  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive  the  right  to  refuse  the 
attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment  is  done  at  City  expense. 
(Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

During  the  construction  periods,  construction  truck  movements  would  be  permitted  only  before 
6:30  a.m.  or  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts.  Individual 
developers  and  their  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division 
of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion 
during  construction  of  individual  buildings  and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  cumulative 
traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  during  construction,  developers  would  coordinate  with 
construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or 
which  later  become  known.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Parking  facility  driveways  would  include  warning  devices  (lighted  signs  and  noise-emitting 
devices)  to  alert  pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  structures.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Coordinate  work  schedules  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  other  utilities  requiring 
trenching,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours.  This 
should  be  done  through  the  San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and 
Other  Projects  (CULCOP).  In-street  utilities  should  be  installed  at  the  same  time  as  the  street  is 
opened  for  construction  of  the  individual  projects  within  YBC  to  minimize  street  disruption. 
(Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  City  could  act  upon  or  endorse  the  implementation  of  transportation  mitigations  described  in 
the  Mission  Bav  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  Section  VI.E,  Mitigation,  pp.  VI.E.214-VI.E.217  for  the  year 
2000  and  pp.  VI.E.224-VI.E.231  for  2020,  and  in  the  South  of  Market  EIR.  pp.  189-194.  The 
measures  for  the  year  2000  include:  constructing  and  maintaining  rail  rapid  transit  lines  from 
downtown  San  Francisco  to  suburban  corridors  and  major  non-downtown  centers  in 
San  Francisco;  increasing  funding  for  Vehicle  Acquisition  Plans  for  San  Francisco  and  regional 
transit  agencies  to  expand  existing  non-rail  transit  service;  providing  exclusive  transit  lanes  on 
City  streets  and  on  freeways;  reducing  incentives  to  drive  by  discouraging  long-term  parking; 
encouraging  carpools,  vanpools,  and  bicycle  use;  improving  pedestrian  circulation  within 
downtown  San  Francisco;  and  providing  transportation  brokerage  services.  The  Mission  Bay 
EIR  describes  various  types  of  measures  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  needed  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  regional  growth  in  2020.  (Could  be  implemented  by  a  variety  of  State, 
regional  and  City  agencies  and  endorsed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  measures 
from  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement) 

G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  ensure  that  the  contractor  sprinkles 
demolition  sites  with  water  continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkles  unpaved 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  covers  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other 
material;  covers  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweeps  streets 
surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Developers  would  require  the  contractor  to  maintain  and  operate  construction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such 
means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are 
waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for 
equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period.  (Could  be 
implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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Provisions  contained  in  Section  163  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  requiring  the  project  to  institute  a 
transportation  management  program  and  provide  on-site  transportation  brokerage  services,  also 
would  reduce  air  quality  impacts  of  the  project.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  measures  from  the  FEIR,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement) 

1.  RESOURCE  USE:  WATER 

If  subsidence  occurs  during  well  water  production,  an  alternative  water  source  for  irrigation  and 
water  features  would  be  provided  and  groundwater  recharge  would  be  initiated  to  halt 
subsidence.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

The  water  quality  would  be  investigated  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  and  monitored 
periodically  during  project  operation  (and  remediated  if  any  violations  of  standards  occur)  in 
compliance  with  the  policies  and  regulations  administered  by  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Department  and  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

Pump  tests  would  be  conducted  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  to  determine  if  the  amount  and 
rate  of  water  required  for  the  irrigation  and  water  features  on  CB-2  can  be  supplied  by 
groundwater.  If  the  results  indicate  groundwater  is  not  a  viable  source,  municipal  water  would 
have  to  be  obtained.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Water  requirements  for  irrigation  would  be  reduced  by  landscaping  with  drought-tolerant 
vegetation,  installing  drip  irrigation  systems  and  soil  moisture  sensing  devices,  using  mulch  in 
landscaped  areas  and  instalHng  basins  around  trees  to  retain  water.  (Could  be  implemented  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency;  updates  mesaure  from  FEIR) 

J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  information  to  developers,  building  owners,  and 
tenants  regarding  measures  that  should  be  taken  to  reduce  non-structural  earthquake  hazards. 
This  would  include  information  regarding  the  bracing  or  reinforcement  of  nonstructural  features 
in  residential  and  non-residential  structures  to  prevent  casualties  and  property  damage.  The  items 
that  should  be  evaluated  include  computers;  heavy  ceiling  fixtures  like  hghts,  ducts,  diffusers, 
and  pipes;  exterior  signs,  exterior  pre-cast  panels  or  cladding;  emergency  power  generators; 
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elevators;  valuable  or  fragile  artwork;  water  heaters;  natural  gas  pipes;  tall  file  cabinets;  tall 
storage  racks,  bookcases,  and  shelving;  fire  extinguishers  and  fire  sprinklers;  large  electrical 
equipment,  especially  transformers;  communications  systems;  and  water  tanks.  (Could  be 
implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

N.  HAZARDS 

Prior  to  excavation  of  sites  within  SB-2,  or  EB-3,  a  site  investigation  would  be  conducted  that 
would  include  the  collection  of  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  for  analysis.  Analytical  tests 
would  focus  on  the  contaminants  suspected.  Results  of  the  site  investigation  would  be  made 
available  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH),  and  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  for  review  and  inspection.  Test  results  would  be  evaluated  by  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  and  compared  with  hazardous  waste  regulatory  guidelines  or  with  the 
latest  site  cleanup  guidelines  of  DPH  or  the  State  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS).  (Could 
be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Prior  to  excavation  of  any  site  within  the  YBC  area,  a  magnetic  tank-locating  survey  would  be 
carried  out  to  ascertain  whether  any  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at  the  site,  and  if  so, 
their  locations.  If  USTs  were  determined  to  be  present,  DPH  would  be  consulted  to  determine 
whether  they  should  be  removed  or  left  in  place  (as  required  by  law).  (Could  be  implemented 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

Any  hazardous  wastes  found  to  exceed  regulatory  guidelines  or  pose  a  threat  to  the  environment 
would  be  remediated  in  accordance  with  applicable  law,  and  all  other  site  work  in  the 
contaminated  area  would  be  halted  until  remediation  is  complete.  (Could  be  implemented  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

If  hazardous  wastes  are  encountered  during  excavation  for  any  YBC  site,  from  the  time  that  the 
current  pavement  covering  the  site  is  taken  up  until  the  time  that  all  remedial  activities  have  been 
completed,  site  access  would  be  restricted  to  necessary  personnel.  This  would  serve  to  prevent 
impacts  associated  with  accidental  public  access  to  the  site.  (Could  be  Implemented  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency) 

If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  site  mitigation  plan  would  include 
a  dust  control  program  to  minimize  potential  public  health  impacts  associated  with  exposure  to 
contaminated  soil  dust.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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If  hazardous  wastes  were  encountered  during  development,  the  developer  would  employ  a 
licensed  broker  or  registered  hazardous  waste  treatment  engineer  to  handle  its  waste  disposal 
needs.  Use  of  brokers  or  registered  engineers  would  promote  economical  application  of  latest 
and  best  methods  for  waste  handling  of  contaminated  soils,  such  as  recycling,  reuse,  waste 
minimization,  or  treatment  or  destruction  of  non-reusable  waste  using  newly  developing 
technologies.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 

V.  SUBSEQUENT  EIR  C&R  MEASURES 
J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

In  conformance  with  the  City's  policy  to  encourage  the  preparation  of  neighborhood  emergency 
response  plans,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of  a 
comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  for  the  YBC  area.  The  comprehensive  emergency 
response  plan  could  consist  of  individual  plans  applicable  to  each  building  or  complex  in  the 
project  area,  which  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  owners  of  each  building  or  complex,  and  a 
comprehensive  component,  prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  would  coordinate  the 
individual  emergency  response  plans.  The  Office  of  Emergency  Services  should  review  the 
neighborhood  comprehensive  emergency  response  plan  periodically  and  integrate  it  into 
emergency  response  planning  for  San  Francisco.  The  neighborhood  emergency  response  plan 
should  include  the  following  components: 

employee  organization; 
employee  training; 
communications; 
equipment  and  supplies; 
procedures; 
command  post; 
building  survey; 
evacuation; 
medical; 
security;  and 

clean-up.  (Could  be  implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency) 
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APPENDIX  G:  AREAS  OF  POTENTIAL  SEISMIC  HAZARD 
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